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OPENING STATEMENT OF SENATOR SAM NUNN, CHAIRMAN 
Chairman NUNN. The committee will come to order. The Com­

mittee on Armed Services meets this morning to begin our hear­
ings on the national security posture of our Nation. Our committee 
has traditionally started with an examination of the threats, the 
strategy, and other considerations external to the Defense Depart­
ment as the necessary condition precedent and foundation to our 
more detailed hearings and consideration of the defense budget. We 
begin this year's hearings against a background of expected addi­
tional defense cuts from the administration and a variety of de­
fense cut proposals from both Republicans and Democrats in the 
Congress. 

Clearly, there have been major changes in the international se­
curity environment during the past year that will have an impact 
on our national security posture: 

(1) The Warsaw Pact has gone. Of course, that is not new. We 
have had that one for 2 to 3 years now, but the Soviet Union has 
now been dissolved. In its place are three independent Baltic na­
tions and a Commonwealth of Independent States joined together 
in a loose political configuration still groping to define the perma­
nent relationship among themselves. 

(2) The United States and our allies won a resounding military 
victory in the Persian Gulf conflict. 

(3) North and South Korea are taking the first concrete steps 
toward reducing tension on that peninsula. 

(4) A peace settlement in El Salvador holds out the prospect of 
greater stability throughout Central America. 

There are events all over the world that are not encouraging, but 
these are certainly very important parts of our national security 
planning. All of these welcome changes in the world are putting 
enormous pressure on the defense budget, which includes the intel­
ligence budgets. Many have forgotten, apparently, that the Depart­
ment of Defense and the intelligence community collectively, have 
embarked on a restructuring of our defense establishment; and the 
Defense Department plans a reduction in forces and in the overall 
size of the military by 25 percent by fiscal year 1995. Before the 
next round of cuts, overall spending would already decline by 34 
percent in real terms by 1996. Over 1 million active duty, reserve 
and civilian personnel positions have been cut in DOD planning. In 
other words, over the next 5 years, counting the last fiscal year, we 
will have 1 million less active duty reserve and civilian personnel 
positions. That is already underway. That is before any additional 
cuts that the President or Congress may come up with. That does 
not count the industrial jobs and positions that will naturally be 
diminished as the defense budgets, procurement, and R&D go 
down. It also must be noted that despite the collapse of commu­
nism and the reduction of the threat from the Soviet Union, the 
world remains a dangerous and very unpredictable place. 

I think it bears noting at this point that the American way of 
life, our values and our hopes, are predicated on the continued abil­
ity of our Nation, along with our allies, to help shape and to re­
spond to, if necessary, external threats. Nevertheless, the events of 



the past year require us to take a fresh look at national security 
requirements. 

There is no debate that we need to take a fresh look. There is no 
debate that the defense budget will come down. The question is, 
how much and how rapidly can we come down and still maintain 
the kind of force structure that we need to respond to an uncertain 
world. 

I believe that the Armed Services Committee and the Senate 
have a very important challenge in the coming months, perhaps 
the most difficult challenge in my 20 years in the Senate. The deci­
sions Congress and the administration will make on the defense 
and intelligence budgets this year are going to affect the size and 
capability of our military forces for the next 20 years. We must 
ensure that the defense budget decisions we make are geared to 
our long-term national security needs and are not focused solely on 
the expediency of the moment or the latest opinion polls. The qual­
ity of our forces, the superiority of our weapons systems, and the 
professionalism so amply on display during the Persian Gulf con­
flict reflect decisions made and sustained over at least the last 15 
years. 

As we begin our consideration of the size and shape of our mili­
tary forces for the years ahead, we also must be mindful of the 
vital role that our men and women in uniform and their families 
played in bringing about the successful conclusion of the Cold War. 
We will continue to rely on them in preserving our national securi­
ty in the future, and I hope we keep that in mind. 

In order for us to make the proper decisions, I think it is impera­
tive and the responsibility of this committee and the Congress to 
ask key questions. Among them, what are the threats defined in 
broad terms that will face our Nation? What are the potential 
threats, and over what timeframe could these potential threats de­
velop? This is the major focus of today's hearing. What do we want 
our military forces to be able to do in the next 10 to 20 years? How 
should our military forces be sized and structured to carry out 
these tasks and respond to these threats? 

In my view, we have to have a clear answer to these questions 
about our long-term military needs before we can make rational 
decisions on the fiscal year 1993 defense budget. We have to recog­
nize that today's decisions in fact shape the military force that the 
Nation will have 10 years from now, just as the decisions made 8, 
10, 12 years ago decided the kind of force that we went to the Per­
sian Gulf with. What we do now will not just affect 1993, but what 
we do in the next year or two will determine what kind of force the 
President may have at the turn of the century to meet threats at 
that point which I think all of us would say today are impossible to 
precisely predict. 

As in past years, we start our work on ensuring our national se­
curity with an assessment of the major international threats to our 
national security interests over the next decade. Our witnesses for 
this purpose are Mr. Robert Gates, the Director of Central Intelli­
gence, and Gen. James Clapper, Jr., the Director of the Defense In­
telligence Agency. I want to welcome Mr. Gates and General Clap­
per and note that this marks the first appearance before the com­
mittee for both of these witnesses in their current positions, al-



though Mr. Gates has spent a number of hours with us in this 
room before. I think we all are glad it is this circumstance now 
rather than the previous. 

Senator Warner and I asked Director Gates and General Clapper 
to give us their views on the major international threats to our na­
tional security interests over the next 10 years. We asked them to 
pay particular attention to those potential threats to our national 
security where action by the United States now could influence the 
extent to which these potential threats become real threats in the 
future. In other words, we are interested in what steps we can take 
now to influence and reduce the threats to our security in the 
future. 

Without objection, the letters of invitation from Senator Warner 
and myself, to Director Gates and General Clapper will be inserted 
in the record at this point. 

[The information follows:] 
U.S. SENATE, 

COMMITTEE ON ARMED SERVICES, 
Washington, DC, January U, 1992. 

Hon. ROBERT M. GATES 
Director of Central Intelligence, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR MR. GATES: We would like to invite you to testify before the Senate Armed 
Services Committee on January 22, 1992 a t 9:30 a.m. regarding your assessment of 
the major international threats to United States national security interests over the 
next decade. The committee is particularly interested in the role that the Intelli-

f ence Community can play in alerting decision makers to opportunities for action 
y the United States to shape the international environment in a manner favorable 

to U.S. interests. 
This will be the first hearing held by the committee in the Second Session of the 

102d Congress. This is in keeping with the committee's view that a national defense 
strategy should be based upon preserving or establishing capabilities to meet specif­
ic or generic threats that may confront the Nation in the future. We would also ask 
that you include your assessment of transnational issues such as technology and 
weapons proliferation, terrorism, and narcotics trafficking. 

We are also inviting Lieutenant General Clapper, Director of the Defense Intelli­
gence Agency, to join you in testifying at this hearing. We are asking General Clap­
per to address the same issues from a purely military perspective. 

We would like to have as much of your testimony as possible in open session and 
will be prepared to have a closed session if necessary. The hearing will be held in 
room 216 of the Har t Building. A classified session, if necessary, would be held in 
room 219 of the Har t Building. If you have any questions about this hearing, please 
do not hesitate to contact us or Rick DeBobes of the committee staff at 224-7530. 

We appreciate your cooperation in this matter and look forward to your testimo­
ny. 

Sincerely, 

SAM N U N N , J O H N W. WARNER, 
Chairman. Ranking Minority Member. 

U.S. SENATE, 
COMMITTEE ON ARMED SERVICES, 

Washington, DC, January U, 1992. 
Lt. Gen. JAMES R. CLAPPER, JR . , USAF 
Director, Defense Intelligence Agency, 
The Pentagon, Washington, DC. 

DEAR GENERAL CLAPPER: We would like to invite you to testify before the Senate 
Armed Services Committee on January 22, 1992 at 9:30 am. regarding your assess­
ment of the military threats to United States security interests over the next 
decade. The committee is also interested in the role that the Defense Intelligence 
Agency can play in alerting decision makers to opportunities for action by the 
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United States to shape the international environment in a manner favorable to U.S. 
interests. 

This will be the first hearing held by the committee in the Second Session of the 
102d Congress. This is in keeping with the committee's view that a national security 
strategy should be based upon preserving or establishing capabilities to meet specif­
ic or generic threats that may confront the Nation in the future. We would also ask 
that you include your assessment of transnational issues such as technology and 
weapons proliferation, terrorism, and narcotics trafficking. 

We have also invited the Director of Central Intelligence, Robert Gates, to testify 
at this hearing. 

We would like to have as much of your testimony as possible in open session and 
will be prepared to have a closed session if necessary. The hearing will be held in 
room 216 of the Hart Building. A classified session, if necessary, will be held in 
room 219 of the Hart Building. If you have any questions about this hearing, please 
do not hesitate to contact us or Rick DeBobes of the committee staff at 224-7530. 

We appreciate your cooperation in this matter and look forward to your testimo­
ny. 

Sincerely, 

SAM NUNN, JOHN W. WARNER, 

Chairman. Ranking Minority Member. 

Chairman NUNN. I want to alert members of the committee that 
we will be having a hearing on the future requirements for U.S. 
nuclear forces with a distinguished panel of outside witnesses to­
morrow morning at 10 a.m. On Friday, January 31, also at 10 a.m. 
in this room, we will hear from Secretary Cheney and General 
Powell on the amended fiscal year 1993 defense budget and the 
future year defense plan. 

Director Gates and General Clapper, we appreciate your joining 
us this morning and we look forward to your testimony. For every­
one's information, we will have the witnesses' opening statements 
and then we will have a first round of questions in open session. 
We will then go into closed session next door in room SH-219 for 
subsequent rounds of questions involving classified matters. I want 
to note that the committee has previously sought to have questions 
of the Director of CIA and Director of DIA in open session, but 
such arrangements never came to fruition. We want to thank par­
ticularly Mr. Gates and General Clapper for their willingness to 
both testify and respond to questions in open session. I made it 
clear to them that if they feel that it is appropriate to defer an­
swering a question until we can go into closed session for classified 
purposes then we will respect that decision. I will leave it up to 
both of you in that respect. 

Before we ask our witnesses to make their opening statements, 
Senator Warner, we will welcome any comments you may have. 

Senator WARNER. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Your opening state­
ment quite correctly and appropriately outlined how there has to 
be a direct correlation between the threat posed at this Nation and 
at our allies with the sizing and the composition of the force struc­
ture of the Armed Forces of the United States. 

You mentioned that in your 20 years this is perhaps the most 
complicated formula that we have had to address. I say it is prob­
ably the most complicated formula that any Congress has had to 
address since the closing days of World War II because of the rapid 
change of the nature of the threat, and I underline the word 
nature, because the magnitude in some respects could still be 
there, and that is what we hope to learn from you today. 
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Secretary Cheney together with his very able Chairman of the 
Joint Chiefs have, in my judgment, tried to address this question in 
a very careful and thoughtful manner, and we are proceeding as 
the Chairman said in downsizing in an appropriate manner the 
sizing and composition of the Armed Forces of the United States. 

Secretary Cheney and General Powell went back and carefully 
studied what had been done at the conclusion of World War II, 
what had been done on the eve of the war in Korea, and in the 
aftermath, and indeed the aftermath of Vietnam. I think it is the 
judgment of many that grave mistakes were made which left a per­
manent negative impact on the ability of the Armed Forces of the 
United States to fulfill their mission. 

Secretary Cheney and General Powell are trying to learn from 
those mistakes such that they do not repeat them in the coming 
years as we downsize our Armed Forces, so your contribution is 
very important, but I also would like to point out the following. 

In this morning's paper is an announcement with respect to the 
conference of 47 nations. As I left to come down to this hearing the 
President of the United States was standing before that group ad­
dressing it. Right below the article is a report about the ICBM 
launch in Kazakhstan. Each of us in this room knows that at the 
very moment our President is talking to these 47 nations there are 
missiles targeted in the Commonwealth Republics on the President 
and those 47 individuals. 

In many respects the Soviets are extending one hand and saying 
help us and with the other hand it is poised on the red button. I 
find that inconsistent, and in my questions I will ask you what are 
the prospects of reducing the tensions that require, indeed, both 
nations now to keep this high level of ready alert on strategic mis­
siles, because I think the world wants to help the Soviet people, 
wants to show compassion and understanding, but in return I 
think the Soviets or the former Soviet people, now the Common­
wealth of the Republics, should begin to step up and take an initia­
tive as to how they can stop the targeting of the very people from 
whom the help is being sought. 

Chairman NUNN. Thank you, Senator Warner. 
Senator Thurmond has asked that his prepared statement be 

made a part of the record following that of Senator Warner. With­
out objection, it is so ordered. 

[The prepared statement of Senator Thurmond follows:] 

PREPARED STATEMENT OF SENATOR STROM THURMOND 

Thank you Mr. Chairman: Welcome, Director Gates and General Clapper. I want 
to join my colleagues in extending you a warm welcome to this, your first appear­
ance before the Armed Services Committee as the Directors of your respective agen­
cies. We are fortunate to have both of you at the helm of our Nation's premier intel­
ligence agencies during this period of dramatic change in the global political and 
military environment. 

The nature of the threat facing this Nation and the free world has changed with 
the demise of the Soviet Union and its client states. Prior to this shift, it was easy 
to identify the potential threat, and we therefore focused our intelligence resources 
on those particular sources. Now the threats against this Nation may be less obvi­
ous, but they still have the potential of causing equal havoc. The bipolar conflict of 
the cold war contributed to global stability. We knew who our enemies were, and we 
were prepared to meet them. Now we do not have such a luxury and must be pre­
pared to meet challenges from wherever they may arise. • • 



I recently returned from a visit to several of the newly independent republics in 
the former Soviet Union. I was surprised at the openness of the political and mili­
tary leaders that we met. I was also surprised at the pessimistic picture they paint­
ed on the future of the independent states. I believe we should not take the demise 
of the former Soviet military establishment for granted and must continue to closely 
monitor the situation as they seek their proper role in a democratic environment. 
With the demise of the strong Central Government in the Soviet Union, we must be 
especially sensitive to the control of its nuclear arsenal. Although I applaud the 
withdrawal of a significant number of tactical warheads to Russia, I believe that the 
movement and storage of this large number of weapons increases the potential of a 
terrorist attack and subsequent proliferation of these weapons to states such as Iran 
and Libya. 

Mr. Chairman, the nature of the threat may have changed, but there is still a 
significant threat to the stability and peace of this Nation and the world. It is most 
appropriate that we have Director Gates and General Clapper give us their assess­
ment of the international security environment as we begin the deliberations on the 
defense budget for fiscal year 1993 and set the tone for our military establishment 
into the next century. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Chairman NUNN. Senator Wirth has to go to another meeting 
and has asked to be recognized for a moment. Senator Wirth. 

Senator WIRTH. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. Mr. Gates, 
General Clapper, thank you for being here. Mr. Gates, you and I, at 
the time of your confirmation, discussed at some length nonconven-
tional definitions of national security, and you replied to me at 
that point with, I thought, a very forthcoming and good letter. 

Since then, I have noted your speech that you gave at some 
length beginning to define the mission at the agency and your tes­
timony this morning. In neither area did you focus at all on some 
of those new elements, running all the way from natural resources, 
global climate change, and perhaps most pressing of all, popula­
tion. 

I know how difficult the job is in redefining your mission and 
trying to understand the rapidly changing world defined so well by 
Senator Nunn and Senator Warner. I think we also have to under­
stand that as the threats of population of Mexico City ends up as 
being 20 million people rather than 12 or 13 million people, as the 
Muslim population in Europe grows very dramatically, as popula­
tion pressures around the world have put major pressure on us, I 
think it is absolutely imperative, and I ask you to just make an 
opening comment on this, that you focus your attention as well and 
that of the agency on these new and different kinds of threats that 
may turn out to be as devastating as the potential of other more 
conventional ideas or the terrorism and drug issues that you talk 
about in your statement. 

I just wanted to raise that again with you. I was disappointed 
that it did not appear in your speech last fall or in your testimony 
this morning, and want to again urge you to redeploy the resources 
that way and to tell you that there are many up here who are 
deeply concerned about that, as we are about other threats. 

I know how complicated your mission is. I wanted to add a fur­
ther complexity to that. It is enormously important that you focus 
attention on these nonconventional but very, very real threats. 

Mr. Chairman, I thank you very much for your kindness and 
courtesy. 
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Chairman NUNN. Thank you, Senator Wirth. Senator Dixon has 
asked that his prepared statement be made a part of the hearing 
record. Without objection, I shall enter it at this time. 

[The prepared statement of Senator Dixon follows:] 

PREPARED STATEMENT BY SENATOR ALAN J. DIXON 

Mr. Chairman, it is a pleasure to have with us today the Hon. Robert Gates and 
Lt. Gen. James Clapper. I am deeply interested in what these gentlemen have to say 
about our international security environment. Their insight into this area will help 
us as we frame our defense structure and supporting budget for this fiscal year and 
the years to come. 

There are many pressing needs in our country for any defense dollars that we can 
free up. Our economy and people need financial support. However, we must insure 
that we do not revert to a force structure that will not be able to carry out our 
national defense strategy and policy. I look forward to the comments by our wit­
nesses. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Chairman NUNN. Mr. Gates, we are ready to hear your opening 
statement, followed by General Clapper. Then we will have ques­
tions for both of you. 

STATEMENT OF ROBERT M. GATES, DIRECTOR OF CENTRAL 
INTELLIGENCE 

Mr. GATES. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. Wirth, before I begin I might just respond that I take your 

point. I would point out, however, that in the President's national 
security review directive that ordered all of the policy agencies of 
the government to review their intelligence requirements and 
needs out to the year 2005, I specifically made sure that both the 
head of the Environmental Protection Agency and the Secretary of 
Health and Human Services were included as addressees in there 
specifically to take account of the specific issues that you and I had 
discussed and to ensure that those received consideration as prior­
ities for the intelligence community in the future. 

Mr. Chairman, members of the committee, General Clapper and 
I both welcome this opportunity to discuss the threats to U.S. inter­
est worldwide over the remainder of this decade. As you indicated, 
Mr. Chairman, we have witnessed in recent years a massive global 
transformation. The Cold War is over. The major military threat to 
the United States has receded and the danger of war in Europe 
and of nuclear holocaust has vastly diminished. Many regional con­
flicts are coming to an end, particularly those conducted around 
the world through surrogates, and the forces of reform in what was 
the Soviet Union are now ascendant. 

On the other hand, we face a paradox as we confront new and 
unexpected challenges, as well as familiar concerns and risks. As 
suggested by Senator Warner, the demise of the Soviet system 
offers the promise of greater liberalization and economic transfor­
mation. International cooperation has increased, yet the side ef­
fects of success in this long struggle will continue to have destabi­
lizing and dangerous implications and will confront us with new 
and in many cases unexpected challenges, the sudden appearance 
of 15 new countries in place of a single, familiar empire, and enor­
mous problems in all of them. 
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In the process of disintegration now unfolding the former Soviet 
Union faces internal crises and the possibility of large-scale civil 
disorder. While it continues to possess some 30,000 nuclear war­
heads, the most powerful of which are still aimed at us, and the 
subsidence of the superpower contest has allowed other conflicts to 
come to the fore in the former U.S.S.R. among various republic and 
ethnic groups. 

Beyond the borders of Russia and the other newly sovereign re­
publics lie other very real challenges to peace and international 
order and thus to the United States—the proliferation of nuclear, 
chemical, and biological weapons and related delivery systems. 
Over 20 states have or are acquiring weapons of mass destruction. 
These arsenals are often in the hands of unstable and unreliable 
governments. 

The most dangerous external effect of the Soviet break-up is to 
add fuel to this fire of proliferation, at least potentially. Ethnic and 
territorial disputes in Eastern Europe have risen to the surface and 
threaten political instability and civil war, despite prospects for the 
development of democratic institutions and market economics. 

Embattled Communist regimes remain in place in China, North 
Korea, Vietnam, and Cuba. The potential for conflict in the Middle 
East and South Asia, where many states import arms and develop 
weapons of mass destruction, remains high despite some encourag­
ing prospects for peacemaking in the wake of the Gulf war and the 
loss of the superpower patron of many of those states. 

Finally, although we can see an encouraging trend toward politi­
cal pluralism in many parts of the world, the foundations of these 
fledgling democratic systems are weak and could be undermined by 
regional conflict, sectarian hostility, and economic misery. 

General Clapper, in a few moments, will describe in greater 
detail the remaining conventional and strategic forces of the 
former Soviet Union. My brief characterization of these forces is 
that the threat to the United States of deliberate attack from that 
quarter has all but disappeared for the foreseeable future. 

On the one hand, the capabilities of the strategic forces are being 
significantly reduced. Modernization programs are likely to be de­
layed or abandoned and training will be cut back. The readiness of 
conventional forces is at the lowest level in many years. Naval de­
ployments continue to decline from already reduced levels, and in­
adequate training is degrading the combat capability of the general 
purpose forces. 

On the other hand, we cannot ignore the implications of the 
thousands of nuclear weapons in Russia, Ukraine, Belarus and Ka­
zakhstan. Tactical weapons are being withdrawn to secure storage 
sites in Russia, and all parties have agreed that command and con­
trol of strategic nuclear weapons should be maintained, but the vi­
ability of the Commonwealth of Independent States in whose name 
these weapons are controlled is not certain. Over the longer term, 
if these democratic forces in the Commonwealth do not prevail, a 
new military threat could emerge from the region. 

Internal to the states of the former Soviet Union, the transition 
to democracy and a market economy obviously is difficult. The Rus­
sian economy continues to spiral downward. Although it is too 
early to gauge their prospects, Yeltsin's market reforms have not 
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yet reversed this trend. Privation and public anger at these painful 
reforms could, with the disintegration of the armed forces and 
ethnic conflict, combine to provoke civil disorder over the next sev­
eral months. 

If Yeltsin's reforms have not put affordable goods on the shelves 
by spring, his political position, despite the large reservoir of public 
support for him, will diminish, as will his ability to push ahead 
with economic reform. Moreover, the economic and social chal­
lenges facing Russia and the other newly independent states of the 
region are so great that their governments could be overwhelmed 
before democracy and market reform can take root. For these rea­
sons, the prognosis for the Soviet Union is cloudy at best. 

In Eastern Europe, progress toward democracy and free markets 
is obstructed by harsh economic realities, turmoil in the Common­
wealth, or the difficulty antagonistic groups have in compromising 
in cooperating with one another. Ethnic tensions are reemerging. 

The conflict in Yugoslavia is illustrative of the force of ethnic ri­
valry. We should hope, but cannot be confident, that Yugoslavia is 
unique in its propensity for violence. As in the past, sometimes I 
find my history books are more relevant than my briefing books. 
The Balkans have again become the least stable part of Eastern 
Europe. The anticommunist revolutions of Albania and Romania 
are incomplete. 

Emerging from the break-up of Yugoslavia is a checkerboard of 
insecure states that will seek ties with Western Europe and with 
the United States to protect them from antagonistic neighbors. The 
danger of substantial ethnic strife in and among these new states 
in the worst case could spill over into Hungary, Bulgaria, and Al­
bania, whose fragile governments would be hard put to cope. 

The steady and worrisome growth in the proliferation of nuclear, 
biological, and chemical weapons around the world is of gravest 
concern. For decades, the international community has worked 
from the premise that the more countries possessing these weap­
ons, the greater the likelihood that they will be used. 

Of what once were hostile states, only China and the successors 
of the former Soviet Union now have the physical capability to 
strike the United States directly with weapons of mass destruction. 
We do not expect direct threats to the United States to arise within 
the next decade. Nonetheless, the threat to Europe, the Middle 
East, and Asia is real and increasing. 

Several countries have missiles that could carry nuclear war­
heads and threaten U.S. interests, forces, or allies. Most major 
Middle Eastern countries have chemical weapons development pro­
grams, and some already have weapons that could be used against 
civilians or poorly defended military targets. 

Most have not yet equipped their delivery systems to carry weap­
ons of mass destruction. Over the next decade, however, we expect 
such weapons to become more widespread from North Africa 
through South Asia if international efforts fail to curtail this pro­
liferation. 

North Korea and China have sold other countries longer-range 
missiles and the technology to produce them. China has agreed to 
observe the guidelines of the Missile Control Technology Regime 
when the U.S. lifts the sanctions imposed in 1991. But unless sales 
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of such missiles are stopped, it is altogether too likely that these 
delivery systems, over time, will be mated with weapons of mass 
destruction, especially in the Middle East and South Asia. 

The breakup of the Soviet Union adds a new dimension to the 
proliferation problem. It threatens the reliability of Moscow's cen­
tralized command and control systems and could unleash materials 
that have hitherto been carefully controlled. 

Defense industries that face cuts in military funding may try to 
stay in business by selling equipment, services, and materials in 
the international marketplace. 

The need for hard currency could take precedence over prolifera­
tion concerns, particularly among republic and local governments 
with high concentrations of defense industry and little else that is 
marketable. 

The tens of thousands of scientists and engineers associated with 
Soviet weapons programs constitute a potentially dangerous brain 
drain from the former Soviet republics. Only a fraction of these 
specialists, we think perhaps 1,000 to 2,000, can actually design nu­
clear weapons or run a program to develop and produce biological 
weapons. 

But we know from experience that small numbers of key people 
count. Most of the potential immigrants will stay home and work 
for the betterment of their homeland, and others would prefer to 
settle in the West. Some, however, may be tempted to sell their ex­
pertise to Third World countries trying to acquire or improve spe­
cial weapons capabilities. 

The Middle East remains dangerously unstable, notwithstanding 
the coalition's victory in the Gulf war and the new and encourag­
ing phase of negotiations in the Arab-Israeli confrontation. 

Although Saddam Hussein's ability in the next several years to 
threaten the stability of the Gulf region and the world's oil supply 
has been crippled, Baghdad continues to pose a major problem. 
Over the years, Saddam built formidable programs in all four areas 
of weapons of mass destruction: nuclear, chemical, biological, and 
missiles. As long as international resolve to maintain sanctions, in­
cluding U.N. inspections, remains firm, Saddam's efforts to rebuild 
his weapons programs will be sharply hampered, but the threat 
they pose continues to challenge us. 

Desert Storm inflicted heavy damage on Iraq's special weapons 
programs. They will need time to recover. Nuclear weapons produc­
tion will need the most time, but only a few years, because the in­
frastructure for the production of fissile materials must be rebuilt. 

The infrastructure for the production of chemical weapons also 
was hit hard and will need rebuilding. But most of the production 
equipment was hidden before the bombing started. If U.N. sanc­
tions were relaxed, Iraq could produce modest quantities of chemi­
cal agents almost immediately. 

The biological weapons program was damaged, but critical equip­
ment was hidden during the war. The Iraqis could produce BW ma­
terials in a matter of weeks of their decision to do so. 

Substantial numbers of Scud missiles and production equipment 
remain. The time and cost to Iraq of reviving its missile program 
will depend on the continuation of the inspection regime and Sad­
dam's ability to obtain critical equipment from abroad. 
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Turning to Iran, Tehran, despite the apparent pragmatism of 
President Rafsanjani, still poses a potential threat to its smaller 
neighbors and to the free flow of oil through the Gulf. It continues 
to support terrorism as an instrument of state policy, despite its 
role in securing the release of the hostages. And Tehran has em­
barked on an ambitious effort to develop its military and defense 
industries, including programs for weapons of mass destruction. 

It shops Western markets for nuclear and missile technology, 
may turn to the republics of the former Soviet Union for technolo­
gy and expertise, and increasingly has looked to Asian sources of 
military and technical aid, to North Korea for long-range Scud's 
and to China for missiles and nuclear-related technologies. 

Syria—Damascus also has turned to North Korea for an ex­
tended range missile and apparently is seeking assistance from 
China and Western firms for an improved capability with chemical 
or biological warheads. 

Libya's Qadhafi—his chemical weapons program has produced 
and stockpiled as much as 100 tons of chemical agents. Nor has 
Libya abandoned its long-term goal of extending its military reach 
across the eastern Mediterranean. It is shopping throughout the 
world for an alternative source of longer-range missiles. 

Turning to Algeria, the Algerians have nearly finished building 
the nuclear reactor they bought from China. Both Algeria and 
China have assured us that the reactor will be used only for peace­
ful purposes, but we remain concerned about the secrecy of the 
original agreements and the lack of inspections. 

Turning to South Asia, the intense suspicion between India and 
Pakistan, generated by four decades of confrontation and intermit­
tent conflict, creates a risk of war through miscalculation or mis­
understanding. For this reason, the arms race between these two 
countries remains a major concern. Not only do both countries 
have programs for the development of nuclear weapons and ballis­
tic missiles, they have pursued chemical weapons as well. 

We have no reason to believe that either maintains assembled or 
deployed nuclear bombs, but such weapons, we believe, could be as­
sembled quickly. At the moment, a threat of a fourth Indo-Paki-
stani war seems to have diminished with the adoption of confi­
dence-building measures and more frequent communication, but 
the danger remains. 

North Korea's nuclear program is our greatest security concern 
in Northeast Asia. Pyongyang can support the development of nu­
clear weapons from the mining of uranium to the reprocessing of 
reactor fuel to recover plutonium. In December 1991, North and 
South Korea negotiated an historic agreement for a nuclear-free 
peninsula. Verification, however, including on-site inspection, re­
mains to be worked out. And so far we have only had verbal assur­
ances from the North on this point. 

The value of the Korean agreements can be judged only by the 
inspection regime that North Korea ultimately accepts. If the 
agreement is supported by effective verification, including prompt 
implementation of IAEA safeguards, it will help meet our concerns 
about nuclear proliferation on the Korean peninsula. 

Overall, however, our concerns about the North's nuclear effort 
extend beyond the Korean peninsula. We worry about the conse-
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quences for stability in Northeast Asia if North Korea acquires nu­
clear weapons, and also about the possibility that Pyongyang might 
put these weapons and the technology that produced them into the 
international marketplace. 

North Korea has invested heavily in the military and depends on 
exports for much of its hard currency. It has sold Scud's to several 
Middle Eastern countries and also has modified its own Scud's to 
give them a longer range. It has sold these to Iran and Syria. 

In addition, the stability of the government after Kim Il-Sung 
passes from the scene is questionable. The North has a million-man 
army; nearly two-thirds of its ground combat forces are deployed in 
offensive formation within 60 miles of the demilitarized zone, just 
north of Seoul. In sum, the Korean peninsula remains a dangerous 
locality for international security. 

Africa presents few direct threats to U.S. interests, but it re­
mains volatile and troubled. U.S. military forces may be called on 
for emergency evacuations, as occurred in Liberia in 1990 and in 
Somalia last year. Moreover, persistent turmoil in several countries 
works against democratic and market tendencies and encourages 
meddling by such predatory outsiders as Libya. 

In Sudan, the government's rigidly Islamist policies are prolong­
ing the civil war. Iran's influence there is also worrisome. 

The anarchy in Somalia is one of the world's worst humanitarian 
cases. Again, there are no indications that the situation will im­
prove soon. 

Chad is an ethnic tinderbox, perennially vulnerable to Muammar 
Qadhafi, the regional arsonist. Liberia is quiet now, thanks to the 
peacekeeping force deployed with U.S. help. But' the fighting has 
spilled over into Sierra Leone and threatens to disrupt the stability 
of other neighboring states. 

Mozambique is moving toward a political settlement, but the 
civil war continues to take a huge toll on civilians and to disrupt 
neighboring countries. 

Yet there are some hopeful signs in Africa. We witnessed last 
year remarkable progress toward resolving longstanding conflicts 
in Ethiopia and Angola. And in South Africa, government and op­
position have begun to work out a more equitable future for that 
racially divided country. 

Moreover, in many parts of sub-Saharan Africa, countries facing 
economic disaster are turning to democracy and opening the way 
for vast improvements in the way Africans are governed. Elections 
in Zambia, Benin, Sao Tome, and Cape Verde already have led to 
peaceful transfers of power. 

And pressure for democratic reforms is growing in Kenya and 
Zaire. But these positive tendencies confront awesome challenges 
from decades of misrule, economic disorder, and mounting demo­
graphic crisis of AIDS. 

In Latin America, the big story is essentially positive. Democrat­
ic rule is in the ascendancy and the chronic conflicts of Central 
America are ending. But again we observe the paradoxical combi­
nation of positive and negative phenomena. 

In Peru, the democratically elected government of Fujimori faces 
a combination of problems more threatening and intractable than 
those of any other democratic government in Latin America. It 
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confronts serious economic difficulties, two major insurgencies, 
daunting narcotics problems; more than 60 percent of the world's 
cocaine originates in Peru. 

Sendero Luminoso, perhaps the world's most savage guerrilla-ter­
rorist organization, has gained sway over large areas of the Peruvi­
an countryside. Both Sendero and the Tupac-Amaru terrorist group 
are increasingly involved in narcotics trafficking. Both groups 
place U.S. citizens and installations at substantial risk. 

The situation in Haiti remains highly unstable, and the political 
deadlock there threatens continued violence and a major, chronic 
refugee problem for the United States. 

In Cuba, Castro is in an unprecedented bind. The halt in Soviet 
aid has devastated his economy. Factories are closing and growing 
numbers of people are being moved into agricultural work camps. 
Meanwhile, as opposition from human rights activists and other 
emerging pockets of dissent increases, the regime responds with 
more repression in an effort to remain in power. Such repression is 
likely only to magnify the hardships of the Cuban people and the 
explosion that eventually may occur. 

I have described in some detail already the continuing threat to 
global stability and peace of the proliferation of weapons of mass 
destruction. As you know, this problem is one of our top priorities, 
and we in intelligence have made organizational changes to deal 
with it more effectively. The Nonproliferation Center we have 
formed will help us support government policy in a timely and ef­
fective fashion. But there are a couple of other global challenges 
that I should note. 

Terrorism remains a threat in many countries. State sponsorship 
of terrorism has been declining because of political and economic 
penalties it incurs and the end of Soviet support for radical re­
gimes and groups. On the other hand, terrorism by indigenous sep­
aratist and insurgent groups will continue to pose a serious threat 
to international stability and also to U.S. lives and property in 
parts of Europe, Latin America and Asia in coming years. 

The political upheaval in Eastern Europe and the successor 
states of the former Soviet Union has created conditions favoring 
the birth of new, ethnic-based terrorist and paramilitary groups. 
Some already have appeared. Most would be unlikely purposely to 
attack U.S. targets. But they could threaten the orderly evolution 
of democratic and stable societies where we clearly have an inter­
est. 

'We can foresee several potential terrorist trouble spots in coming 
years. Developments in the Arab-Israeli peace process, for example, 
are likely to stimulate attacks against various participants, includ­
ing the United States, by groups opposed to the negotiations. 

International narcotics traffic remains a major security concern 
of the United States and thus a major focus of our intelligence ef­
forts. Eradication and interdiction measures in source countries, 
while partially effective, have not measurably reduced supplies, 
which continue to be more than adequate to meet demand. And 
traffickers are countering the effectiveness of record interdiction 
efforts, particularly against cocaine, by shifting their routes and 
tactics. 



15 

The international heroin trade is growing as sources of supply 
continue to diversify. Worldwide opium production has increased 
and is now many times the amount needed to meet Western 
demand. Southeast Asia accounts for almost 60 percent of the U.S. 
market. New opium production in Colombia poses an additional 
threat, as cocaine traffickers expand into heroin because of its 
higher profits and easier transport. 

Eliminating the production of illegal drugs is nearly impossible. 
Crops are often produced in areas where governments have little or 
no control or where political instability or corruption impede en­
forcement. 

The international drug control community is beginning to re­
spond to the limitations of eradication and interdiction efforts by 
intensifying pressure on the drug trade's top leaders. 

In conclusion, Mr. Chairman, I began my remarks by referring to 
a paradox. The classic superpower enemy is gone, but much of 
what he assembled is still there and is potentially dangerous. 

I mention this again to highlight the point that while the col­
lapse of communism has greatly reduced the chance of a major 
war, the world remains in a dangerously unstable state. The 
burden on the United States is heavy because nearly all the na­
tions see us as a principal force for international peace and stabili­
ty. 

The American intelligence community is a major factor in deal­
ing with the remaining threats to our interests and the challenges 
that lie ahead. U.S. intelligence helped the United States and the 
world get through half a century of the Cold War without a nucle­
ar holocaust or defeat at the hands of the totalitarian forces. 

Intelligence will continue to track the dangers and instabilities 
we face, especially in light of the huge arsenal left behind from the 
Cold War that may fall into irresponsible hands. We will continue 
using all the instruments at our disposal to collect and analyze in­
formation and provide warning about the dangers I have just de­
scribed. The tools we employed to track the activities of the Soviet 
Union are equally useful against other targets. 

The community also will intensify its attention to threats that 
have long been on the U.S. agenda: terrorism, narcotics trafficking 
and the proliferation of special weapons. And we will focus more 
sharply on the dynamics of the international economy and the im­
plications of the technological revolution, both of which will have a 
great impact on the future well-being of Americans and those who 
share our values. 

Intelligence will continue to be a crucial player in making possi­
ble arms control agreements through monitoring and assisting 
international peacekeeping efforts. Finally, we will be vigilant to 
alert policy makers to opportunities for shaping the international 
environment. We will look closely at the policy implications of in­
telligence analysis. 

For example, in the estimates we prepare, our analysts are using 
their expertise to identify opportunities for advancing U.S. policies 
and identifying new ones, including examining the potential pit­
falls of various courses of action. 
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This process is well under way, as manifested in the series of 
over a dozen national intelligence estimates published in the last 
several weeks. 

Mr. Chairman, before turning the microphone over to General 
Clapper, I would like to close on a positive note. Although the 
world of the 1990s will remain a dangerous place, it is also an 
arena in which promise will often outweigh menace and in which 
opportunities to constructive action will outnumber the threats to 
our security. 

Thank you, sir. 
[The prepared statement of Mr. Gates follows:] 

PREPARED STATEMENT BY HON. ROBERT M. GATES, DIRECTOR OF CENTRAL 
INTELLIGENCE 

Mr. Chairman, members of the Armed Services Committee: I welcome this oppor­
tunity to discuss the threats to U.S. interests world-wide over the remainder of this 
(Id iicic 

We have witnessed in recent years a massive global transformation. The Cold 
War is over, the major military threat to the United States has receded, and the 
danger of war in Europe and of nuclear holocaust has vastly diminished. Many re­
gional conflicts are coming to an end, particularly those conducted around the world 
through surrogates. And the forces of reform in what was the Soviet Union are as-
osndant. 

On the other hand, we face a paradox as we confront new and expected chal­
lenges, as well as familiar concerns and risks. The demise of the Soviet system 
offers a promise of greater liberalization and economic transformation. Internation­
al cooperation has increased. Yet the side effects of success in this long struggle will 
continue to have destabilizing and dangerous implications and will confront us with 
new and, in many cases, unexpected challenges: the sudden appearance of 15 new 
countries, in place of a single familiar empire, and enormous problems in all of 
them. In the process of disintegration now unfolding, the former Soviet Union faces 
Internal crises and the possibility of large-scale civil disorder, while it continues to 
possess some 30,000 nuclear warheads, the most powerful of which are still aimed at 
US. And the subsidence of the superpower contest has allowed other conflicts to 
Come to the fore in the former U.S.S.R. among various republic and ethnic groups. 

Beyond the borders of Russia and the other newly sovereign republics lie other 
very real challenges to peace and international order and thus to the United States: 

— The proliferation of nuclear, chemical, and biological weapons and related de­
livery systems. Over 20 states have or are acquiring weapons of mass destruction. 
These arsenals are often in the hands of unstable and unreliable governments. The 
moat dangerous external effect of the Soviet break-up is to add fuel to this fire of 
proliferation—at least potentially. 

— Kthnic and territorial disputes in Eastern Europe have risen to the surface and 
threaten political instability and civil war. despite promising prospects for the devel­
opment of democratic institutions and market economics. 

— Kmbattled Communist regimes remain in place in China, North Korea, Viet­
nam, and Cuba. 

— The potential for conflict in the Middle East and South Asia—where many 
states import anus and develop weapons of mass destruction—remains high, despite 
some encouraging prospects for peacemaking in the wake of the Gulf war and the 
loss of the superpower patron of many states. 

— Finally, although w* can see an encouraging trend toward political pluralism 
in many parts of the world, the foundations of fledgling democratic systems are 
weak and could he undermined by regional conflict, sectarian hostility, and econom­
ic misery. 

Tltt MILITARY WCTVRS 

toner*! Clapper will describe in greater detail the remaining conventional and 
strategic forces of the former Soviet Union. My brief characterisation of these forces 
is that the threat » the United States of deliberate attach from that quarter has all 
but dMsmared for the foreseeable future. 

tVt on*hand 
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— The capabilities of the strategic forces are being significantly reduced. Modern­
ization programs are likely to be delayed or abandoned, and training will be cut 
back. 

— The readiness of conventional forces is at the lowest level in many years. 
Naval deployments continue to decline from already reduced levels, and inadequate 
training is degrading the combat capability of the general purpose forces. 

On the other hand: 
— We cannot ignore the implications of the thousands of nuclear weapons in 

Russia, Ukraine, Belarus, and Kazakhstan. Tactical weapons are being withdrawn 
to secure storage sites in Russia, and all parties have agreed that command and con­
trol of strategic nuclear weapons should be maintained, but the viability of the Com­
monwealth of Independent States, in whose name these weapons are controlled, is 
not certain. 

— Over the longer term, if the democratic forces in the Commonwealth do not 
prevail, a new military threat could reemerge from the region. 

Internal to the states of the former Soviet Union, the transition to democracy and 
a market economy obviously is difficult. The Russian economy continues to spiral 
downward. Although it is too early to gauge their prospects, Yeltsin's market re­
forms have not yet reversed this trend. Privation and public anger at painful re­
forms could—with the disintegration of the armed forces and ethnic conflict—com­
bine to provoke civil disorder over the next several months. 

If Yeltsin's reforms have not put affordable goods on the shelves by spring, his 
political position, despite the large reservoir of public support for him, will dimin­
ish, as will his ability to push ahead with economic reform. Moreover, the economic 
and social challenges facing Russia and the other newly independent states of the 
region are so great that their governments could be overwhelmed before democracy 
and market reform can take root. For these reasons, the prognosis for the former 
Soviet Union is clouded at best. 

In Eastern Europe, progress toward democracy and free markets is obstructed by 
harsh economic realities, turmoil in the Commonwealth, or the difficulty antagonis­
tic groups have in compromising and cooperating with one another. Ethnic tensions 
are reemerging. The conflict in Yugoslavia is illustrative of the force of ethnic rival­
ry; we should hope, but cannot be confident, that Yugoslavia is unique in its propen­
sity for violence. 

As in the past, the Balkans have again become the least stable part of Eastern 
Europe. The anti-Communist revolutions of Albania and Romania are incomplete. 
Emerging from the breakup of Yugoslavia is a checkerboard of insecure states that 
will seek ties with Western Europe and with the United States to protect them from 
antagonistic neighbors. The danger of substantial ethnic strife in or among these 
new states—in the worst case—could spill over into Hungary, Bulgaria, and Alba­
nia, whose fragile governments would be hard put to cope with it. 

PROLIFERATION ISSUES: AN OVERVIEW 

The steady and worrisome growth in the proliferation of nuclear, biological, and 
chemical weapons around the world is of gravest concern. For decades, the interna­
tional community has worked from the premise that the more countries possessing 
these weapons, the greater the likelihood that they will be used. Of what once were 
hostile states, only China and the successors of the former Soviet Union now have 
the physical capability to strike the United States directly with weapons of mass 
destruction. We do not expect direct threats to the United States to arise within the 
next decade. Nonetheless, the threat to Europe, the Middle East, and Asia is real 
and increasing: 

— Several countries have missiles that could carry nuclear warheads and threat­
en U.S. interests, forces or allies. 

— Most major Middle Eastern countries have chemical weapons development pro­
grams, and some already have weapons that could be used against civilians or 
poorly defended military targets. Most have not yet equipped their delivery systems 
to carry weapons of mass destruction. Over the next decade, however, we expect 
such weapons to become more widespread from North Africa through South Asia if 
international efforts fail to curtail this proliferation. 

— North Korea and China have sold other countries longer range missiles and 
the technology to produce them. China has agreed to observe the guidelines of the 
Missile Control Technology Regime when the United States lifts the sanctions im­
posed in 1991. But unless sales of such missiles are stopped, it is altogether too 
likely that these delivery systems, over time, will be mated with weapons of mass 
destruction, especially in the Middle East and South Asia. 
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The breakup of the Soviet Union adds a new *"••»—•''- to ike f n U a i of prolif­
eration: 

— It threatens the reliability of Moscow's centralised nnmmand and control sys­
tems and could unleash materials that have hitherto been carefuuy oaatiuDed. 

— Defense industries that face cms in military funding may try to stay in busi­
ness by selling equipment, services, and materials in the ;" 

— The need for hard currency could take uiwstnViir 
particularly among republic and local governments with high , 
ferae industry and little else that is marketable. 

— The tens of thousands of scientists and engiimut a—rrialnri with Soviet weap­
ons programs constitute a potentially ilsisji mm "train drain** from the fanner 
Soviet republics. Only a fraction of these «p»-i»K»g can actaally design nuclear 
weapons or run a program to develop and produce biological wipcm Bat we know 
from experience that small numbers of key people count. Moat of the potential emi­
grants will stay home and work for the betterment of their hrmrland and others 
would prefer to settle in the West. Some, however, may be tempted to seD their ex­
pertise to Third World countries trying to acquire or improve i 
bilities. 

THE POTENTIAL FOB COSfUCT ELSSWHEXE DS THE 

The Middle East remains dangerously unstable, nawiibstanding the coalition s 
victory in the Gulf war and the new and encouraging phase of negotiations in the 
Arab-Israeli confrontation. 

ntaq 
Although Saddam Hussein's ability is the next several years to threaten^toesta-
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apections. remains firm. Saddam's efforts to rebuild bis aiisnn—- programs will be 
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Desert Storm inflicted heavy damage or. Iraq s sneaa*. waepnnr programs. Tney 
will need time to recover: 

— Nuclear weapons production will need the most 
cause the infrastructure for the production of fissue s 

— The infrastructure for the producaan of ohemina' 
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Qadhafi's chemical weapons program has produced and stockpiled as many as 100 
tons of chemical agents. Nor has Libya abandoned its long-term goal of extending 
its military reach across the eastern Mediterranean; it is shopping throughout the 
world for an alternative source of longer range missiles. 

ALGERIA 

The Algerians have nearly finished building the nuclear reactor they bought from 
China. Both Algeria and China have assured us that the reactor will be used only 
for peaceful purposes, but we remain concerned about the secrecy of the original 
agreements and the lack of inspections. 

SOUTH ASIA 

The intense suspicion between India and Pakistan—generated by four decades of 
confrontation and intermittent conflict—creates a risk of war through misunder­
standing or miscalculation. For this reason, the arms race between these two coun­
tries remains a major concern. Not only do both countries have programs for the 
development of nuclear weapons and ballistic missiles, they have pursued chemical 
weapons as well. We have no reason to believe that either maintains assembled or 
deployed nuclear bombs, but such weapons, we believe, could be assembled quickly. 
At the moment, the threat of a fourth Indo-Pakistani war seems to have diminished 
with the adoption of confidence-building measures and more frequent communica­
tion, but the danger remains. 

EAST ASIA 

North Korea's nuclear program is our greatest security concern in Northeast 
Asia. Pyongyang can support the development of nuclear weapons from the mining 
of uranium to the reprocessing of reactor fuel to recover plutonium. In December 
1991, North and South Korea negotiated an historic agreement for a nuclear-free 
peninsula. Verification, however, including on-site inspection, remains to be worked 
out. And so far we have had only verbal assurances from North Korea on this point. 

The value of the Korean agreements can be judged only by the inspection regime 
that North Korea ultimately accepts. If the agreement is supported by effective veri­
fication, including prompt implementation of IAEA safeguards, it will help meet our 
concerns about nuclear proliferation on the Korean peninsula. Overall, however, 
our concerns about the North's nuclear effort extend beyond the peninsula itself. 
We worry about the consequences for stability in Northeast Asia if North Korea ac­
quires nuclear weapons and also about the possibility that Pyongyang might put 
these weapons, and the technology that produced them, into the international mar­
ketplace. 

North Korea has invested heavily in the military and depends on exports for 
much of its hard currency. It has sold Scuds to several Middle Eastern countries 
and also has modified its Scuds to give them a longer range; it has sold these to Iran 
and Syria. 

In addition, the stability of the government after Kim Il-Sung passes from the 
scene is questionable. The North has a million-man army: nearly two-thirds of its 
ground combat forces are deployed in offensive formation within 60 miles of the de­
militarized zone, just north of Seoul. In sum, the Korean peninsula remains a dan­
gerous locality for international security. 

Africa presents few direct threats to U.S. interests, but it remains volatile and 
troubled. U.S. military forces again may be called on for emergency evacuations, as 
occurred in Liberia in 1990 and in Somalia in 1991. Moreover, persistent turmoil in 
several countries works against democratic and free market tendencies and encour­
ages meddling by such predatory outsiders as Libya. 

— In Sudan, the government's rigidly Islamist policies are prolonging the civil 
war. Iran's influence also is worrisome. 

— The anarchy in Somalia is one of the world's worst humanitarian crises. Again, 
there are no indications that the situation will improve soon. 

— Chad is an ethnic tinderbox, perennially vulnerable to Muammar Qadhafi, the 
regional arsonist. 

— Liberia is quiet now, thanks to the peacekeeping force deployed there with U.S. 
help, but the fighting has spilled over into Sierra Leone and threatens to disrupt the 
stability of other neighboring states. 
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— Mozambique is moving toward a political settlement, but the civil war contin­
ues to take a huge toll on civilians and to disrupt neighboring countries. 

Yet there are hopeful signs in Africa. We witnessed last year remarkable progress 
toward resolving longstanding conflicts in Ethiopia and Angola. And in South 
Africa, government and opposition have begun to work out a more equitable future 
for that racially divided country. Moreover, in many parts of Sub-Saharan Africa, 
countries facing economic disaster are turning to democracy and opening the way 
for vast improvements in the way Africans are governed. Elections in Zambia, 
Benin, Sao Tome, and Cape Verde already have led to peaceful transfers of power. 
And pressure for democratic reforms is increasing in Kenya and Zaire. But these 
positive tendencies confront awesome challenges from decades of misrule, economic 
disorder, and the mounting demographic crisis of AIDS. 

LATIN AMERICA 

In Latin America, the big story is essentially positive: Democratic rule is in the 
ascendancy, and the chronic conflicts of Central America are ending. But again we 
observe the paradoxical combination of positive and negative phenomena. 

In Peru, the democratically elected Fujimori administration faces a combination 
of problems more threatening and intractable than those of any other democratic 
government in Latin America. It confronts serious economic difficulties, two major 
insurgencies, and daunting narcotics problems; more than 60 percent of the world's 
cocaine originates in Peru. 

Sendero Luminoso, perhaps the world's most savage guerrilla-terrorist organiza­
tion, has gained sway over large areas of the Peruvian countryside. Both Sendero 
and the Tupac-Amaru terrorist group are increasingly involved in narcotics traffick­
ing. Both groups place U.S. citizens and installations at substantial risk. 

The situation in Haiti remains highly unstable. The political deadlock there 
threatens continued violence and a major, chronic refugee problem for the United 
States. 

In Cuba, Castro is in an unprecedented bind. The halt in Soviet aid had devastat­
ed his economy. Factories are closing, and growing numbers of people are being 
moved into agricultural work camps. Meanwhile, as opposition from human rights 
activists and other emerging pockets of dissent increases, the regime responds with 
more repression in an effort to remain in power. Such repression is likely only to 
magnify the hardships of the Cuban people and the explosion that eventually may 
occur. 

GLOBAL SECURITY ISSUES 

I have already described in some detail the continuing threat to global stability 
and peace of the proliferation of weapons of mass destruction. As you know, this 
problem is one of our top priorities, and we in intelligence have made organizational 
changes to deal with it more effectively. The Nonproliferation Center we have 
formed will help us support our government's policy in timely and effective fashion. 

But we face other global challenges: 

TERRORISM 

Terrorism remains a threat in many countries. State sponsorship of terrorism has 
been declining because of the political and economic penalties it incurs and the end 
of Soviet support for radical regimes and groups. On the other hand, terrorism by 
indigenous separatist and insurgent groups will continue to pose a serious threat to 
international stability and also to U.S. lives and property in parts of Europe, Latin 
America, and Asia in coming years. 

The political upheaval in Eastern Europe and the successor states of the former 
Soviet Union has created conditions favoring the birth of new, ethnic-based terrorist 
and paramilitary groups. Some already have appeared. Most would be unlikely pur­
posely to attack U.S. targets. But they could threaten the orderly evolution of demo­
cratic and stable societies in which we clearly have an interest. 

We can foresee several potential terrorist trouble spots in coming years. Develop­
ments in the Arab-Israeli peace process, for example, are likely to stimulate attacks 
against various participants, including the United States, by groups opposed to the 
negotiations. 

NARCOTICS 

International narcotics traffic remains a major security concern of the United 
States and thus a major focus of our intelligence efforts. Eradication and interdic­
tion measures in source countries, while partially effective, have not measurably re-
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duced supplies, which continue to be more than adequate to meet demand. And traf­
fickers are countering the effectiveness of record interdiction efforts—particularly 
against cocaine—by shifting their routes and tactics. 

The international heroin trade is growing as sources of supply continue to diversi­
fy. World-wide opium production has increased and is now many times the amount 
needed to meet Western demand. Southeast Asia accounts for almost 60 percent of 
the U.S. market. New opium production in Colombia poses an additional threat as 
cocaine traffickers expand into heroin because of its higher profits and easier trans­
port. 

Eliminating the production of illegal drugs is nearly impossible. Crops are often 
produced in areas where governments have little or no control or where political 
instability and corruption impede enforcement. The international drug control com­
munity is beginning to respond to the limitations of eradication and interdiction ef­
forts by intensifying pressure on the drug trade's top leaders. 

CONCLUSION 

Mr. Chairman, I began my remarks by referring to a paradox, the classic super­
power enemy has gone, but much of what he assembled is still there and is poten­
tially dangerous. I mention this again to highlight the point that, while the collapse 
of Communism has greatly reduced the chance of a major war, the world remains in 
a dangerously unstable state. The burden on the United States is heavy because 
nearly all nations see us as the principal force for international peace and stability. 

The U.S. intelligence community is a major factor in dealing with the remaining 
threats to our interests and the challenges that lie ahead. U.S. intelligence helped 
the United States and the world get through half a century of Cold War without a 
nuclear holocaust or defeat at the hands of totalitarian forces. 

— Intelligence will continue to track the dangers and instabilities we face, espe­
cially in light of the huge arsenal left behind from the Cold War that may fall into 
irresponsible hands. We shall continue, using all the instruments at our disposal, to 
collect and analyze information and to provide warning about the dangers I have 
just described. The tools we employed to track the activities of the Soviet Union are 
equally useful against other targets. 

— The intelligence community also will intensify its attention to threats that 
have long been on the U.S. agenda—terrorism, narcotics trafficking, and the prolif­
eration of special weapons. And it will focus more sharply on the dynamics of the 
international economy and the implications of the technological revolution, both of 
which will have a great impact on the future well being of Americans and those 
who share our values. 

— Intelligence will continue to be a crucial player in making possible arms con­
trol agreements—through monitoring—and assisting international peacekeeping ef­
forts. 

— Finally, we will remain vigilant to alert policymakers to opportunities for shap­
ing the international environment. We will look closely at the policy implications of 
intelligence analysis. For example, in the estimates we prepare, our analysts are 
using their expertise to identify opportunities for advancing U.S. policies and identi­
fying new ones, including examining the potential pitfalls of various courses of 
action. This process is well under way, as manifested in the series of over a dozen 
national intelligence estimates published in the last several weeks. 

Mr. Chairman, I would like to close on a positive note. Although the world of the 
1990s will remain a dangerous place, it is also an arena in which promise will often 
outweigh menace and in which opportunities for constructive action will outnumber 
the threats of our security. 

Chairman NUNN. Thank you very much, Mr. Gates. We appreci­
ate your thorough analysis of around the world. It is very helpful. 
General Clapper? 

STATEMENT OF LT. GEN. JAMES R. CLAPPER, JR., USAF, 
DIRECTOR, DEFENSE INTELLIGENCE AGENCY 

General CLAPPER. Mr. Chairman, Senator Warner, distinguished 
members of the committee, I am pleased to offer defense intelli­
gence perspectives on the military threat to U.S. security interests 
in the next decade. In doing so, I plan to follow the same general 
outline as Mr. Gates, but with specific focus on the military dimen-



sion. I will also comment on how defense intelligence can help 
policy makers identify and exploit opportunities to influence devel­
opments positively. 

A year ago, my predecessor, General Ed Soyster, appeared here 
during a period of unprecedented global change. Communist rule in 
Eastern Europe had just collapsed; the Warsaw Pact stood on the 
brink of formal dissolution; U.S. and coalition forces were engaged 
in Operation Desert Storm; and Soviet forces were cracking down 
on Baltic independence, even as the union itself was disintegrating. 

Last month s formal end to the U.S.S.R. fundamentally changed 
the national security environment. The elimination of Communist 
rule in the former U.S.S.R. and the emergence of independent suc­
cessor states have removed, for at least the near term, the poten­
tial for a unified military challenge and threat to the West. I see 
virtually no likelihood of premeditated Russian or Commonwealth 
military aggression against the United States and its allies. The in­
tentions of the new Commonwealth states toward the West have 
clearly changed, and overall, the military capabilities of Russia and 
the successor states are in profound decline. 

Nonetheless, as the DCI points out, many of the positive changes 
we have witnessed carry with them the seeds of new problems and 
potential threats. I am speaking here of the uncertain future of the 
former Soviet Union. Also, many longstanding problems, such as 
nuclear proliferation, have taken on new dimensions that pose ad­
ditional challenges for defense intelligence. 

Over the next 10 years, I believe the most serious threats to U.S. 
national security interests will fall into two broad categories: 

First, the potential for military conflict in a number of regional 
flashpoints, particularly the Middle East, the Korean peninsula, 
and South Asia. Conflict in these regions no longer necessarily 
risks superpower confrontation, of course, but the decline of East-
West tensions has removed the tempering mechanism that often 
helped keep these situations under control. 

Second, transnational and unconventional threats, such as weap­
ons proliferation, terrorism, and narcotics trafficking. I will ad­
dress these on a regional basis. 

Clearly, an orderly transition of the former Soviet Union to inde­
pendent states with stable democratic institution is critical to the 
security of the United States and its allies. Progress so far has been 
remarkable, but the enormity of the social, economic, and political 
problems these new states face suggests that real dangers lie 
ahead. 

In addition to the political and economic challenges discussed by 
Mr. Gates, Commonwealth leaders are also under pressure to 
downsize the military establishment and reorient an industrial ap­
paratus and economy long structured for military competition and 
war. 

To date, we see little actual progress in the conversion of the de­
fense industry. Currently, officials carried over from the previous 
regime remain in control. Ultimately, defense industries will be 
considerably downsized, but there will remain a viable capability to 
produce sophisticated weapons. Increased sales of military equip­
ment are viewed positively in Russia and other states as a critical 
source of hard currency earnings. The future level of force modern-
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ization and defense spending will be a key indicator of the commit­
ment which Yeltsin and other Commonwealth leaders have to 
transforming their militarized economies and instituting market 
mechanisms. 

Over the last few years, defense spending has declined by ap­
proximately one-quarter in real terms. As best we can gauge, weap­
ons procurement has also declined significantly over the past 3 
years, affecting virtually all categories of equipment. For the 1992 
defense budget, leaders emphasize improving military pay and 
living conditions, and will make additional large cuts in weapons 
procurement. 

For example, in Russia's recently announced defense budget pro­
posal for the first quarter of this year, procurement appears to 
have been cut by about 80 percent. Yeltsin and other officials have 
tried to limit cuts in military research and development, but R&D 
may be reduced by as much as 30 percent from last year. 

Chai rman N U N N . General, could I clarify that point on procure­
ment, because I think there will be considerable confusion on it. 
Are you talking about new procurement, new orders, or are you 
talking about shutting down 80 percent of existing procurement, 
because I think there is a big distinction in that? 

General CLAPPER. I think the base there is what was originally 
envisioned from previous years' plans, and it is based on that re­
duction. 

Chairman N U N N . All the Russians I have talked to have made a 
distinction between new orders and momentum. 

General CLAPPER. I think this is more in the category of momen­
tum. 

Chairman N U N N . YOU are talking about 80 percent procurement 
of what was formerly there—in other words, they have 20 percent 
of the procurement they had a couple of years ago. 

General CLAPPER. Yes, sir. Well, tha t would be at the upper 
ranges, sir, on the order of actually less than 20 percent. 

Senator WARNER. Once again it goes to new procurement or mo­
mentum? You said the 80 percent goes to momentum. It seemed to 
me it would be to new orders. I think the question is very perti­
nent. I ask you to rethink your response. 

Chairman N U N N . In other words let us say a factory was produc­
ing 1,000 units of military equipment 2 years ago. Are you saying 
that now that factory is producing on average 200 units? 

General CLAPPER. Yes, sir. 
Chairman N U N N . SO you are talking about real cuts in actual 

production. 
General CLAPPER. Right. 
Chairman N U N N . Thank you. 
Senator WARNER. What would the cuts be in the new orders 

then, even more drastic? 
General CLAPPER. Well, I would guess, sir, based on what we 

project, it would probably be even more drastic than that . I am not 
sure we can say with much specificity. 

Chairman N U N N . I have been told by some 100 percent on new 
orders, tha t there are basically no more new orders coming in. 

General CLAPPER. Well, there may be certain selected classes of 
weapons, which I will speak to later, tha t at least the intent may 
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be to attempt to field some, particularly in the strategic arena, al­
though we think that would be much reduced as well. 

Chairman NUNN. Okay, thank you. 
General CLAPPER. Yeltsin and other officials have tried to limit 

cuts in military research and development, but R&D may be re­
duced by as much as 30 percent from last year, as I said. 

Paramount among our concerns is how the former Soviet armed 
forces will be managed through its current crisis. This is a military 
under extraordinary stress, caught between pressures from above 
and below. Its continued cohesion and reliability, given its access to 
arms and custody of nuclear weapons, are fundamental to the 
stable transition we hope for. Pressures on it from above include 
the political fragmentation of the union, and the attendant carving 
up of the armed forces by the successor states. The military, par­
ticularly the officer corps, is questioning its very role in society: 
who is it defending, and against what threat? There are different 
threat perceptions among the successor states and consequently 
little agreement on security priorities, doctrines, strategies, or force 
structure requirements. 

Pressures from below are also increasing the disaffection of the 
once-privileged military. Problems with food supplies, housing, and 
pay, combined with the prospect of huge future cuts in military 
manpower, are adversely affecting morale and readiness. We be­
lieve, however, these problems have not reached a point where the 
military would act on its own to restore its position and intervene 
against civilian authority. 

Another priority for us is monitoring the security of the approxi­
mately 30,000 nuclear weapons that remain in the inventory of the 
Commonwealth states. Of these, some 9,000 strategic weapons are 
capable of being employed against the United States with little 
warning. The remaining 21,000 are maintained in well-secured 
storage facilities in the big four states of Russia, Belarus, Ukraine, 
and Kazakhstan, and they are in the process of being consolidated 
in Russia. 

In addition to robust physical security and tight centralized con­
trol, nuclear weapons have use constraint devices and in many 
cases sophisticated coded locking mechanisms that would prevent 
or significantly delay their use by unauthorized personnel. Overall, 
given these stringent controls, I believe the threat of seizure and 
use of nuclear weapons is low. 

The Commonwealth members have agreed that all tactical nucle­
ar weapons will be withdrawn to Russia by July, and they seem to 
be making good progress towards that goal. However, in the end, 
the security of stored nuclear weapons in Russia depends on the 
preservation of a stable political system and a cohesive military. 

The events of last August raised to national attention the ques­
tion of whose finger is on the nuclear button. The Minsk Accords 
signed last month codified the strong centralized control existing 
over nuclear weapons. Now, under Commonwealth provisions, the 
Russian President is dominant in the nuclear release process. The 
Commonwealth commander in chief of the armed forces, Shaposh-
nikov, serves as his principal military advisor. The Russian Presi­
dent is obliged to obtain political agreement with the leaders of Be-
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larus, Ukraine, and Kazakhstan, and consult with other Common­
wealth Heads of State, prior to employing strategic nuclear forces. 

In terms of the key actors and technical constraints built into 
the nuclear release process, little has changed from the Gorbachev 
era, other than the arrival of Boris Yeltsin at the apex of the 
system. 

I will now briefly discuss the status of the armed forces in the 
context of the new Commonwealth, and provide an assessment of 
their military capabilities. As I noted earlier, all 11 member states 
have agreed on the need to maintain unified control over strategic 
nuclear forces. Member states are seriously divided, however, over 
the issue whether to transfer former Soviet forces on their terri­
tory to Commonwealth control, or to develop fully independent 
armed forces under national control. Resolving these differences 
will not be easy, as demonstrated by the controversy between 
Russia and the Ukraine over division and control of the Black Sea 
Fleet. 

Over the next year, we expect that a loose defense coalition will 
be created in which member states participate at different levels. 
Many states will press ahead in establishing independent conven­
tional forces. As this occurs, Russia, of course, will be pressured to 
form its own army. In any event, the military accords are transi­
tional. We are clearly watching an unrehearsed drama unfold. 

Trends in strategic forces include: 
A slowed pace for strategic nuclear force modernization and op­

erations. We believe only two new ballistic missiles are expected to 
become operational during this decade, only a fraction of the previ­
ous rate. 

While road-mobile SS-25 ICBMs continue to enter the force, field 
training levels are down compared to a year ago, probably due to 
supply shortages and security concerns. However, conversion of the 
hard-target capable SS-18 ICBM to the more modern version with 
enhanced accuracy and lethality continues. 

No SSBNs are under construction and none are anticipated 
before the end of the decade. 

Modernization of the heavy bomber force is essentially complete, 
and we expect little further production of strategic bombers during 
this decade. 

Overall, the number of strategic platforms will be reduced as 
older SSBNs are dismantled and ICBM silos destroyed. 

Strategic defense force programs have also slowed, although no 
program cancellations have been confirmed. The unwillingness of 
some former republics to participate in the unified air defense net­
work will probably result in a move away from barrier defenses 
along the entire periphery toward a point defense of critical instal­
lations in Russia itself. 

It is too early to determine whether Russia is committed to con­
tinuing the very costly deep-underground leadership protection pro­
gram it has sustained, but if ongoing activity does not cease or sig­
nificantly slow during the next 6 months, we would conclude that 
the new government still assigns high priority to the survival of 
the leadership during and after a nuclear war. 

Russia and other successor states have pledged to abide by the 
START agreement, but confusion over treaty requirements, logisti-
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cal problems, and financial constraints will probably lead to delays 
in meeting some of the implementation provisions. We will also 
expect that Russia will seek to negotiate even deeper cuts in strate­
gic forces, below the 5,000-weapon limit which Gorbachev unilater­
ally pledged. 

General purpose force trends include extensive reductions and 
low levels of combat readiness. Despite its interest in preserving a 
highly capable, ready, and modern force, the general staff will have 
much less influence over military policy than in the past. Common­
wealth military leaders will have to adopt new strategies and war 
plans based on reduced forces and manpower, and the absence of 
the United States or NATO as a perceived threat. 

Enforcement of the draft will continue to be uneven, and the 
total number of draftees will decline further. As a result, military 
manpower levels we project will drop to between approximately 2 
million and 2.5 million by the end of this year from a current total 
of more than 3 million. 

Near-term efforts in all the former republics, however, will be de­
voted to the downsizing of the former Soviet military. For example, 
Ukraine's parliament authorized a force of over 400,000, but mili­
tary authorities in Kiev now talk about a force of only 100,000. 

The number of active ground force divisions in the Common­
wealth states probably will be reduced by more than half to on the 
order of between 50 and 70 during the course of the decade, not 
only as a result of CFE, but also due of course to economic impera­
tives. Air and Naval Force reductions will also be sizable, but the 
resultant force will consist of more modern equipment. Naval mis­
sions will focus on coastal defense and protection of the much 
smaller ballistic missile submarine force. 

CFE implementation may be even more problematic than for 
START. Each of the newly independent states in the ATTU zone 
will have to ratify the treaty and conduct negotiations among 
themselves to determine their appropriate shares of equipment lim­
itations and reduction obligations. 

In anticipation of CFE, the Soviets have moved large quantities 
of tanks, armored personnel carriers, and artillery into depot stor­
age east of the Urals. We had earlier concerns that this effort was 
an attempt to shield this equipment from CFE destruction require­
ments and to preserve a substantial force-generation potential. 
However, in light of recent events, we expect much of this equip­
ment to degrade, substantially extending the time required to re­
generate military forces. Reductions in the defense industrial base 
and conversion of industry will also deny them the capability to 
rapidly convert the economy to wartime production. 

I would sum up the residual military posture of the former 
Soviet Union as follows: 

It will have no capability to directly threaten the United States 
or NATO with large-scale conventional military operations. Russia 
will remain, however, the single largest military power on the Eu­
ropean continent; and it will still possess a formidable strategic 
force with the capability potentially to threaten the United States. 

The Eastern European countries continue to shift their military 
establishments from postures dictated by defunct Warsaw Pact re­
quirements to smaller forces reconfigured and deployed to meet 
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purely national and essentially defensive needs. Most governments 
in the region are making steady progress in reforming their armed 
forces to fit into western-style democracies and, throughout the 
area, major reductions in force structure are well under way. 

Despite these positive trends, however, instability in Eastern 
Europe and the dangers of military clashes, as already discussed by 
DCI Gates remain a major concern. Because of their fears of re­
gional instability, including the uncertain outcome of events in the 
former Soviet Union, many East European states are looking for 
close ties to Western security organizations, to include NATO. 

In the Middle East, lasting regional stability will be difficult to 
achieve and our military intelligence effort will focus, in large 
part, on the resurgence of Iraqi and Iranian military power and nu­
clear proliferation. 

Over the next 10 to 15 years, Iran and Iraq will continue their 
competition for hegemony in the Gulf and will seek to strengthen 
their military capabilities. A secular state in Iraq, and a religious 
state in Iran are inherently at cross purposes. This enmity is likely 
to lead to situations in which war is a distinct possibility. A renew­
al of warfare in the Gulf would once again threaten world oil sup­
plies. 

The Arab States of the Gulf will require outside assistance to 
successfully defend against an invasion by their larger neighbors. 
Without continued sanctions and intrusive international inspec­
tions—and these are crucial caveats—I believe Iraq would be able 
to develop a deliverable nuclear weapon in a few years, and cer­
tainly, at the latest, by the end of the decade. 

Other regional players will probably acquire delivery capabili­
ties, especially ballistic missiles. Over the next 10 years, Middle 
East ballistic missiles may extend a nuclear threat beyond the 
region to parts of Europe and Eurasia. 

Chairman NUNN. Could you also comment in open session on the 
analysis you made of what you believe Iraq's capability would be? 
How about the Iranians? Could you comment on that in open ses­
sion in terms of nuclear weapons, the probability of it in the time 
frame? 

General CLAPPER. I think, sir, a general comment is that the Ira­
nians are interested as well, and I think we are confronted with 
that specter at least within the same time frame. That is probably 
all that I should say here. 

Chairman NUNN. Okay. 
General CLAPPER. Despite recent moves by Qadhafi to disassoci­

ate his government from support of terrorist activities, many of the 
groups trained in Libya have only shifted their bases south to mask 
Libya's direct association with their operations. Libyan attempts to 
develop special weapons continue. For example, production of 
chemical warfare agents is still ongoing at Rabta. 

In South Asia, tensions between India and Pakistan remain seri­
ous. They both maintain large military establishments. Should a 
fourth round of hostilities break out between the two, nuclear 
weapons could be employed by either country. Compounding the 
problem, both may deploy short-range ballistic missiles by the end 
of the decade. 
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The situation on the Korean peninsula poses the most serious se­
curity problem we face in East Asia. I think the next 3 to 4 years 
here will be crucial. North Korea, whose leaders' paranoid outlook 
has, given the profound changes in the world, developed into an 
even greater siege mentality, intends to preserve what it considers 
to be an option to unify the peninsula by force. It is unclear wheth­
er North Korea would actually exercise this option, or only use it 
to strengthen its leverage in negotiations with South Korea. Many 
factors will condition this, including the military balance on the pe­
ninsula, and, I think quite importantly, economic pressures on the 
north. 

Throughout the decade, the quantitative military balance will 
continue to favor the north. Despite continuing efforts in the near 
term, the south will not achieve an independent capability to 
defend itself. It will remain dependent on U.S. support in critical 
areas such as intelligence, logistics, naval warfare, and air support. 

We, too, are most concerned about North Korea's continuing nu­
clear program. Based on the scope and pace of their efforts, we 
judge North Korea could have a nuclear weapon within 2 or 3 
years. Absent an effective inspection regime, I have no confidence 
that they would abandon their nuclear weapons program. I remain 
suspicious of their intentions, and I can assure you that we will 
continue to monitor their behavior closely. 

Defense intelligence has concerns about Chinese military capa­
bilities and intentions as well. Chinese ballistic missiles armed 
with weapons can threaten the U.S. interests around the world. 

Chinese arms sales and proliferation policies are also worrisome. 
China is currently assisting many of the nations that we estimate 
will acquire a ballistic missile capability by the end of the decade. 
Because of its past record of proliferation, China's involvement in 
the nuclear energy programs of several countries also bears close 
monitoring. 

Before ending the discussion of Asia, I must address briefly a 
vital issue of moral, as well as national security concern—that is 
the fate of American servicemen who remain unaccounted for as a 
result of the war in Southeast Asia. As the lead agency for this 
problem within the intelligence community, DIA remains commit­
ted to resolving the POW/MIA issue. We are actively supporting 
the President's POW/MIA Emissary and the newly formed Joint 
Task Force under the operational control of the Commander in 
Chief, Pacific. 

I will ensure DIA is fully responsive to requests for information 
from the Congress. My agency is dedicated to achieving the fullest 
possible accounting for our missing personnel. 

Sub-Saharan Africa, to move there, is perhaps the most unstable 
region in the Third World and will continue to be so over the next 
decade. We must be prepared for various contingency operations. 
Undoubtedly, we will face more crises, such as we saw in Liberia, 
in which Americans must be rescued, either by unilateral action or 
in conjunction with our allies. 

In the future, the U.S. military may be called upon again to sup­
port peacekeeping and cease-fire monitoring operations. Further, 
changes in drug trafficking patterns suggest our intelligence sup-
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port to the U.S. counter-narcotics effort will have to include greater 
emphasis on the African continent. 

In Latin America, the recent strengthening of democratic govern­
ments, progress in resolving some insurgencies, and the end of 
Soviet influence, are all positive developments. But serious prob­
lems remain. 

Narcotics trafficking now touches every Latin American country. 
Latin American governments are cooperating with us in their 
counternarcotics efforts. They are increasing use of their armed 
forces in providing logistic and other support to law enforcement 
organizations. 

Developments in Cuba will also pose an increasing security prob­
lem. Rapid economic deterioration and growing disorder could 
produce another flood of refugees to the United States. Such condi­
tions could also trigger widespread violence on the island, posing a 
potential threat to U.S. forces at the Guantanamo Naval Base. The 
Cuban military is also suffering from shortages, but Castro recog­
nizes that they are the only force capable of removing him from 
power and will continue to favor them to the extent possible. 

Some insurgencies and terrorist action will also persist in the 
Latin American region, especially in Peru and Colombia, where, as 
Mr. Gates has noted, active involvement in drug trafficking is help­
ing to fund guerrilla operations. Although Cuban support has vir­
tually ceased, guerrilla warfare threats to friendly democratic gov­
ernments will remain. 

The proliferation of nuclear, chemical, biological, and advanced 
conventional weaponry is growing higher on my list of priorities as 
well. As Mr. Gates has testified, some 20 countries already have or 
are attempting to acquire nuclear, biological, or chemical weapons, 
and I am concerned that our list of countries will certainly expand 
in the future. 

Many Third World countries are developing dual-use technol­
ogies that could be diverted for the production of such weapons. 
These include technologies associated with nuclear power, pesti­
cides, chemical fertilizers, and vaccines. 

As director of military intelligence, I am also concerned about 
the proliferation of conventional weaponry of ever-increasing so­
phistication to some of the most unstable parts of the world, caus­
ing a potential threat to our forces or those of our allies. All of this 
obviously underscores the need for continuing close coordination 
between intelligence and policy in confronting these threats. 

In your letter inviting me to appear here today, Mr. Chairman, 
you also expressed an interest in the role defense intelligence can 
play in alerting decision makers to opportunities for shaping the 
international environment in a manner favorable to U.S. interests. 

Recent actions by the Secretary of Defense and you and your col­
leagues in the Congress to reorganize Defense Intelligence and sig­
nificantly enhance DIA's management and oversight roles are very 
important, I feel, in this regard. In fact, I have made implementa­
tion of this series of reforms the centerpiece of my agenda at DIA. 
The defense intelligence community is adjusting to the realities of 
an increasingly complex worldwide military threat, the declining 
availability of overseas bases and staging areas, and reduced re­
sources. 
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I am striving to focus the defense intelligence community on im­
proving our data bases on the military forces of potential adversar­
ies—particularly the so called bad actors. I will seek to sharpen the 
community's ability to conduct sophisticated assessments of our po­
tential adversaries' military capabilities, and to assume a greater 
role in the development of national intelligence estimates. I am 
also streamlining our methods for producing and disseminating fin­
ished intelligence products. 

DIA was recently accorded an expanded role in managing the 
DOD human intelligence, or HUMINT program, and we are striv­
ing to complete a new HUMINT plan soon that will better define 
this role and the program's collection priorities. Always critical to 
the process of early detection and foreign trend reporting, human 
intelligence will grow in importance and may soon represent the 
military's only eyes and ears in some very volatile and important 
regions. 

DIA's key functional managers have now been assigned addition­
al responsibilities that will guarantee their substantive participa­
tion in the preparation, review, approval, and supervision of Gener­
al Defense Intelligence Program budgets and programs in their 
areas. 

The Armed Forces Medical Intelligence Center and the Missile 
and Space Intelligence Center have been converted into field pro­
duction activities under DIA control—two actions responsive to the 
mandate you and the Secretary of Defense have given to me, ac­
tions marking important initial steps in increasing DIA's role in 
scientific and technical intelligence. These actions, of course, direct­
ly support our efforts regarding proliferation. 

Moreover, we are currently at work expanding our DOD-wide im­
agery management role; establishing a full-time Joint Intelligence 
Center incorporating all existing, Washington-area, service-affili­
ated intelligence centers; and strengthening the Military Intelli­
gence Board to make it a true Defense Intelligence senior board of 
directors concerned with both management and substantive issues. 

Steps are under way to integrate into the defense warning proc­
ess the views of NSA, CIA, and the State Department's Bureau of 
Intelligence and Research. We are also working with allied nations 
to create a strengthened Global Defense Warning System that we 
hope will further enhance our ability to present policy makers with 
a more comprehensive warning outlook. 

I lay all this out because I believe they all buttress the ways Mr. 
Gates has outlined to you to use intelligence as sources of leverage 
for policy makers, and, of course in our specific case, military com­
manders. 

Mr. Chairman, to conclude my statement, I thank you, the mem­
bers of this committee, your colleagues, and the Congress for giving 
defense intelligence in general, and DIA in particular, your full 
support in our effort to improve the military intelligence we pro­
vide to the Nation's policy makers. 

I would be pleased to address your questions at this time. 
[The prepared statement of General Clapper follows:] 



31 

PREPARED STATEMENT BY LT. GEN. JAMES R. CLAPPER, JR., USAF, DIRECTOR, DEFENSE 
INTELUGENCE AGENCY 

Mr. Chairman, distinguished members of the committee, I am pleased to offer De­
fense Intelligence perspectives of the military threat to United States security inter­
ests in the next decade. In doing so, I plan to follow the same outline as DCI Gates, 
but with specific focus on the military dimension. I will also comment on how De­
fense Intelligence can help policymakers identify and exploit opportunities to influ­
ence developments positively. 

A year ago, my predecessor appeared here during a period of unprecedented 
global change. Communist rule in Eastern Europe had just collapsed; the Warsaw 
Pact stood on the brink of formal dissolution; U.S. and coalition forces were engaged 
in Operation Desert Storm; and Soviet forces were cracking down on Baltic inde­
pendence even as the Union was disintegrating. Last month's formal end to the 
U.S.S.R. fundamentally changed the national security environment. 

The elimination of Communist rule in the former U.S.S.R. and the emergence of 
independent successor states have removed, for at least the near term, the potential 
for a unified military challenge and threat to the West. I see virtually no likelihood 
of premeditated Russian or Commonwealth military aggression against the U.S. and 
its allies. The intentions of the new Commonwealth States toward the West have 
clearly changed, and overall, the military capabilities of Russia and the successor 
states are in profound decline. 

Nonetheless, as the DCI points out, many of the positive changes we have wit­
nessed carry with them the seeds of new problems and potential threats. I'm speak­
ing here of the uncertain future of the former Soviet Union. Also, many longstand­
ing problems, such as nuclear proliferation, have taken on new dimensions that 
pose additional challenges for defense intelligence. 

Over the next 10 years, I believe the most serious threats to U.S. national security 
interests will fall into two broad categories: 

— First, the potential for military conflict in a number of regional flashpoints, 
particularly the Middle East, the Korean peninsula, and South Asia. Conflict in 
these regions no longer risks superpower confrontation, but the decline of East-West 
tensions has removed the tempering mechanism that often helped keep these situa­
tions under control. 

— Second, transnational and unconventional threats, such as weapons prolifera­
tion, terrorism, and narcotics trafficking. I will address these on a regional basis. 

RUSSIA AND THE SUCCESSOR STATES 

Clearly, an orderly transition of the former Soviet Union to independent states 
with stable democratic institutions is critical to the security of the United States 
and its allies. Progress so far has been remarkable, but the enormity of the social, 
economic, and political problems these new states face suggests that real dangers lie 
ahead. 

In addition to the political and economic challenges discussed by Mr. Gates, Com­
monwealth leaders are also under pressure to downsize the military establishment 
and reorient an industrial apparatus and economy long structured for military com­
petition and war. 

DEFENSE INDUSTRY: THE BASE 

To date, we see little progress in the conversion of defense industry. Currently, 
officials carried over from the previous regime remain in control. Ultimately, de­
fense industries will be considerably downsized, but there will remain a viable capa­
bility to produce sophisticated weapons. Increased sales of military equipment are 
viewed positively in Russia and other states as a critical source of hard currency 
earnings. The future level of force modernization and defense spending will be a key 
indicator of the commitment which Yeltsin and other Commonwealth leaders have 
to transforming their militarized economies and instituting market mechanisms. 

Over the last few years, defense spending has declined by approximately one-quar­
ter in real terms. As best we can gauge, weapons procurement has also declined sig­
nificantly over the past 3 years, affecting virtually all categories of equipment. For 
the 1992 Defense budget, leaders emphasize improving military pay and living con­
ditions, and will make additional large cuts in weapons procurement. For example, 
in Russia's recently announced defense budget proposal for the first quarter of this 
year, procurement appears to have been cut by about 80 percent. Yeltsin and other 
officials have tried to limit cuts in military research and development, but R&D 
may be reduced by as much as 30 percent from last year. 
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MILITARY COHESION 

Paramount among my concerns is how the former Soviet armed forces will be 
managed through its current crisis. This is a military under extraordinary stress, 
caught between pressures from above and below. Its continued cohesion and reliabil­
ity, given its access to arms and custody of nuclear weapons, is fundamental to the 
stable transition we hope for. 

Pressures on it from above include the political fragmentation of the Union, and 
the attendant carving up of the armed forces by the successor states. The military— 
particularly the officer corps—is questioning its very role in society: who are they 
defending, and against what threat? There are different threat perceptions among 
the successor states and consequently little agreement on security priorities, doc­
trine, strategies, or force structure requirements. 

Pressures from below are also increasing the disaffection of the once-privileged 
military. Problems with food supplies, housing, and pay, combined with the prospect 
of huge future cuts in military manpower, are adversely affecting morale and readi­
ness. We believe, however, these problems have not reached a point where the mili­
tary would act on its own to restore its position and intervene against civilian au­
thority. 

NUCLEAR WEAPONS 

Another priority for us is monitoring the security of the approximately 30,000 nu­
clear weapons that remain in the inventory of the Commonwealth States. Of these, 
some 9,000 strategic weapons are capable of being employed against the United 
States with little warning. The remaining 21,000 are maintained in well-secured 
storage facilities in the "big four" states of Russia, Belarus, Ukraine and Kazakh­
stan, and are in the process of being consolidated in Russia. In addition to robust 
physical security and tight centralized control, nuclear weapons have "use con­
straint" devices and in many cases sophisticated coded locking mechanisms that 
would prevent or significantly delay their use by unauthorized personnel. Overall, 
given these stringent controls, I believe the threat of seizure and use of nuclear 
weapons is low. 

The Commonwealth members have agreed that all tactical nuclear weapons will 
be withdrawn to Russia by July. They are making good progress. However, in the 
end, the security of stored nuclear weapons in Russia depends on the preservation of 
a stable political system and a cohesive military. 

The events of last August raised to national attention the question of whose 
finger is on the nuclear button. The Minsk accords signed last month codified the 
strong centralized control existing over nuclear weapons. Now, under Common­
wealth provisions, the Russian President is dominant in the nuclear release process. 
The Commonwealth Commander in Chief of the armed forces, Shaposhnikov, serves 
as his principal military advisor. The Russian President is obliged to obtain political 
agreement with the leaders of Belarus, Ukraine, and Kazakhstan, and consult with 
other Commonwealth Heads of State, prior to employing strategic nuclear forces. In 
terms of the key actors and technical constraints built into the nuclear release proc­
ess, little has changed from the Gorbachev era other than the arrival of Boris Yelt­
sin at the apex of the system. 

MILITARY ORGANIZATION AND CONTROL 

I will now briefly discuss the status of the armed forces in the context of the new 
Commonwealth, and provide an assessment of their military capabilities. As I noted 
earlier, all 11 member states have agreed on the need to maintain unified control 
over strategic nuclear forces. Member states are seriously divided, however, over the 
issue whether to transfer former Soviet forces on their territory to Commonwealth 
control, or to develop fully independent armed forces under national control. Resolv­
ing these differences will not be easy, as demonstrated by the controversy between 
Russia and Ukraine over division and control of the Black Sea Fleet. 

Over the next year, we expect that a loose defense coalition will be created in 
which member states participate at different levels. Many states will press ahead in 
establishing independent conventional forces. As this occurs, Russia will be pres­
sured to form its own army. In any event, the military accords are transitional. We 
are clearly watching an unrehearsed drama unfold. 

Trends in strategic forces include: 
— A slowed pace for strategic nuclear force modernization and operations. Only 

two new ballistic missiles are expected to become operational during this decade— 
only a fraction of the previous rate. 



— While road-mobile SS-25 ICBM's continue to enter the force, field training 
levels are down compared to a year ago, probably due to supply shortages and secu­
rity concerns. However, conversion of the hard-target capable SS-18 ICBM to the 
more modern version with enhanced accuracy and lethality continues. 

— No SSBN's are under construction and none are anticipated before the end of 
the decade. 

— Modernization of the heavy bomber force is essentially complete, and we expect 
little further production of strategic bombers during this decade. 

— Overall, the number of strategic platforms will be reduced as older SSBN's are 
dismantled and ICBM silos destroyed. 

Strategic defense force programs have also slowed, although no program cancella­
tions have been confirmed. The unwillingness of some former republics to partici­
pate in the unified air defense network will probably result in a move away from 
barrier defenses along the entire periphery toward a point defense of critical instal­
lations in Russia. 

It is too early to determine whether Russia is committed to continuing the very 
costly deep-underground leadership protection program, but if ongoing activity does 
not cease or significantly slow during the next 6 months, we would conclude that 
the new government still assigns high priority to the survival of the leadership 
during and after a nuclear war. 

Russia and other successor states have pledged to abide by the start agreement, 
but confusion over treaty requirements, logistical problems, and financial con­
straints will probably lead to delays in meeting some of the implementation provi­
sions. We also expect that Russia will seek to negotiate even deeper cuts in strategic 
forces, below the 5,000-weapon limit which Gorbachev unilaterally pledged. 

General purpose force trends include extensive reductions and low levels of 
combat readiness. Despite its interest in preserving a highly capable, ready, and 
modern force, the General Staff will have much less influence over military policy 
than in the past. Commonwealth military leaders will have to adopt new strategies 
and war plans based on reduced forces and manpower, and the absence of the U.S. 
or NATO as a perceived threat. 

Enforcement of the draft will continue to be uneven, and the total number of 
draftees will decline further. As a result, military manpower levels will drop to be­
tween approximately 2 and 2V4 million by the end of this year from a current total 
of more than 3 million. Near-term efforts in all the former republics, however, will 
be devoted to the downsizing of the former Soviet military. For example, Ukraine's 
parliament authorized a force of over 400,000, but military authorities in Kiev now 
talk about a force of only 100,000. 

The number of active ground force divisions in the Commonwealth States prob­
ably will be reduced by more than half during the course of the decade to 50 to 70— 
not only as a result of CFE, but also due to economic imperatives. Air and naval 
force reductions will also be sizable, but the resultant force will consist of more 
modern equipment. Naval missions will focus on coastal defense and protection of 
the much smaller ballistic missile submarine force. 

CFE implementation may be even more problematic than for START. Each of the 
newly independent states in the "attu zone" will have to ratify the treaty and con­
duct negotiations among themselves to determine their appropriate shares of equip­
ment limitations and reduction obligations. In anticipation of CFE, the Soviets have 
moved large quantities of tanks, armored personnel carriers, and artillery into 
depot storage east of the Urals. We had earlier concerns that this effort was an at­
tempt to shield this equipment from CFE destruction requirements, and to preserve 
a substantial force-generation potential. However, in light of recent events, I expect 
much of this equipment to degrade, substantially extending the time required to re­
generate military forces. Reductions in the defense industrial base and conversion of 
industry will also deny them the capability to rapidly convert the economy to war­
time production. 

I would sum up the residual military posture of the former Soviet Union as fol­
lows: 

— It will have no capability to directly threaten the United States and NATO 
with large-scale military operations. Russia will remain, however, the single largest 
military power on the European continent; and 

— It will still possess a formidable strategic force with the capability to threaten 
the United States. 

EASTERN EUROPE 

The Eastern European countries continue to shift their military establishments 
from postures dictated by defunct Warsaw Pact requirements to smaller forces re-
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configured and deployed to meet purely national needs. Most governments in the 
region are making steady progress in reforming their armed forces to fit into west­
ern-style democracies and, throughout the area, major reductions in force structure 
are well underway. Despite these positive trends, however, instability in Eastern 
Europe, and the dangers of military clashes, as already shown by the Yugoslav 
crisis, remain a major concern. Because of their fears of regional instability, includ­
ing the uncertain outcome of events in the former Soviet Union, many East Europe­
an States are looking for close ties to western security organizations, including 
NATO. 

THE MIDDLE EAST 

In the Middle East, lasting regional stability will be difficult to achieve and our 
military intelligence effort will focus, in large part, on the resurgence of Iraqi and 
Iranian military power and nuclear proliferation. 

Over the next 10 to 15 years, Iran and Iraq will continue their competition for 
hegemony in the Gulf and will seek to strengthen their military capabilities. A secu­
lar state in Iraq, and a religious state in Iran are inherently at cross purposes. This 
enmity is likely to lead to situations in which war is a distinct possibility. A renewal 
of warfare in the Gulf would once again threaten world oil supplies. 

The Arab States of the Gulf will require outside assistance to successfully defend 
against an invasion by their larger neighbors. Without continued sanctions and in­
trusive international inspections—and these are crucial caveats—I believe Iraq 
would be able to develop a deliverable nuclear weapon in a few years, and certainly, 
at the latest, by the end of the decade. Other regional players will probably acquire 
delivery capabilities, especially ballistic missiles. Over the next 10 years, Middle 
East ballistic missiles may extend a nuclear threat beyond the region to parts of 
Europe and Eurasia. 

Despite recent moves by Qadhafi to disassociate his government from support of 
terrorist activities, many of the groups trained in Libya have only shifted their 
bases south to mask Libya's direct association with their operations. Libyan at­
tempts to develop special weapons continue. For example, production of chemical 
warfare agents is still ongoing at Rabta. 

SOUTH ASIA 

In South Asia, tensions between India and Pakistan remain serious. They both 
maintain large military establishments. Should a fourth round of hostilities break 
out between the two, nuclear weapons could be employed by either country. Com­
pounding the problem, both may deploy short-range ballistic missiles by the end of 
the decade. 

EAST ASIA 

The situation on the Korean peninsula poses the most serious security problem 
we face in East Asia. I think the next 3 to 4 years will be crucial. North Korea— 
whose leaders' paranoid outlook has, given the profound changes in the world, de­
veloped into an even greater siege mentality—intends to preserve what it considers 
to be an option to unify the peninsula by force. It is unclear whether North Korea 
would actually exercise this option, or only use it to strengthen its leverage in nego­
tiations with South Korea. Many factors will condition this, including the military 
balance on the peninsula and economic pressures in the North. 

Throughout the decade, the quantitative military balance will continue to favor 
the North. Despite continuing efforts in the near term, the South will not achieve 
an independent capability to defend itself. It will remain dependent on U.S. support 
in critical areas such as intelligence, logistics, naval warfare, and air support. 

We are most concerned about North Korea's continuing nuclear program. Based 
on the scope and pace of their efforts, we judge North Korea could have a nuclear 
weapon in 2 or 3 years. Even if the North Koreans accept some inspections of their 
facilities, I have no confidence they would abandon their nuclear weapons program. 
I remain suspicious of their intentions. 

Defense intelligence has concerns about Chinese military capabilities and inten­
tions. Chinese ballistic missiles armed with nuclear weapons can reach the United 
States and many U.S. military installations abroad. Chinese arms sales and prolif­
eration policies are also worrisome. China is currently assisting many of the nations 
that we estimate will acquire a ballistic missile capability by the end of the decade. 
Because of its past record of proliferation, China's involvement in the nuclear 
energy programs of several countries also bears close monitoring. 
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Before ending this discussion of Asia, I must address a vital issue of moral, as well 
as national security concern—the fate of American servicemen who remain unac­
counted for as a result of the war in Southeast Asia. As the lead agency for this 
problem within the intelligence community, DIA remains committed to resolving 
the POW/MIA issue. We are actively supporting the President's POW/MIA emis­
sary and the newly formed joint task force under the operational control of the 
Commander in Chief, Pacific. I will ensure DIA is fully responsive to requests for 
information from the Congress. My agency is dedicated to achieving the fullest pos­
sible accounting for our missing personnel. 

SUB-SAHARAN AFRICA 

Sub-Saharan Africa is perhaps the most unstable region in the Third World, and 
will continue to be so over the next decade. We must be prepared for various contin­
gency operations. Undoubtedly, we will face more crises, such as we saw in Liberia, 
in which Americans must be rescued, either by unilateral action or in conjunction 
with our allies. In the future, the U.S. military may be called upon again to support 
peacekeeping and cease-fire monitoring operations. Furthermore, changes in drug 
trafficking patterns suggest our intelligence support to the U.S. counternarcotics 
effort will have to include greater emphasis on the African continent. 

LATIN AMERICA 

In Latin America, the recent strengthening of democratic governments, progress 
in resolving some insurgencies, and the end of Soviet influence are all positive de­
velopments. But serious problems remain. Narcotics trafficking now touches every 
Latin American country. Latin American governments are cooperating with us in 
their counternarcotics efforts. They are increasing use of their armed forces in pro­
viding logistic and other support to law enforcement organizations. 

Developments in Cuba will also pose an increasing security problem. Rapid eco­
nomic deterioration and growing disorder could produce another flood of refugees to 
the United States. Such conditions could also trigger widespread violence on the 
island, posing a potential threat to U.S. forces at the Guantanamo Naval Base. The 
Cuban military is also suffering from shortages, but Castro recognizes that they are 
the only force capable of removing him from power and will continue to favor them 
to the extent possible. 

Some insurgencies and terrorist action will also persist in the Latin American 
region, especially in Peru and Colombia, where, as Mr. Gates has noted, active in­
volvement in drug trafficking is helping to fund guerrilla operations. Although 
Cuban support has virtually ceased, guerrilla warfare threats to friendly democratic 
governments will remain. 

PROLIFERATION 

The proliferation of nuclear, chemical, biological, and advanced conventional 
weaponry is growing higher on my list of priorities. As Mr. Gates has testified, some 
20 countries already have or are attempting to acquire nuclear, biological, or chemi­
cal weapons. I am concerned that our list of countries could expand in the future. 
Many Third World countries are developing dual-use technologies that could be di­
verted for the production of such weapons. These include technologies associated 
with nuclear power, pesticides, chemical fertilizers, and vaccines. 

As director of military intelligence, I am also concerned about the proliferation of 
conventional weaponry of ever-increasing sophistication to some of the most unsta­
ble parts of the world, causing a potential threat to our forces or those of our allies. 
All of this obviously underscores the need for continuing close coordination between 
intelligence and policy in confronting these threats. 

IMPROVING SUPPORT TO POLICYMAKERS 

In your letter inviting me to appear here today, you also expressed an interest in 
the role defense intelligence can play in alerting decision makers to opportunities 
for shaping the international environment in a manner favorable to U.S. interests. 

Recent actions by the Secretary of Defense and you and your colleagues in the 
Congress to reorganize defense intelligence and significantly enhance DIA's manage­
ment and oversight roles are very important in this regard. In fact,. I have made 
implementation of this series of reforms the centerpiece of my agenda at DIA. The 
defense intelligence community is adjusting to the realities of an increasingly com­
plex worldwide military threat, the declining availability of overseas bases and stag­
ing areas, and reduced resources. 



I am striving to focus the defense intelligence community on improving the data 
bases we maintain on the military forces of potential adversaries—particularly the 
"bad actors." I will seek to sharpen the community's ability to conduct sophisticated 
assessments of our potential adversaries' military capabilities, and to assume a 
greater role in the development of national intelligence estimates. I am also stream­
lining our methods for producing and disseminating finished intelligence products. 

DIA was recently accorded an expanded role in managing the DOD human intelli­
gence, or HUMINT, program, and we are striving to complete a new HUMINT plan 
that will better define this role and the program's collection priorities. Always criti­
cal to the process of early detection and foreign trend reporting, human intelligence 
will grow in importance and may soon represent the military's only "eyes and ears" 
in some very volatile and important regions. 

DIA's functional managers have now been assigned additional responsibilities 
that will guarantee their substantive participation in the preparation, review, ap­
proval, and supervision of general defense intelligence program budgets and pro­
grams in their areas. 

The Armed Forces Medical Intelligence Center and the Missile and Space Intelli­
gence Center have been converted into field production activities under DIA con­
trol—two actions responsive to the mandate you and the Secretary of Defense have 
given to me, actions marking important initial steps in increasing DIA's role in sci­
entific and technical intelligence. These actions directly support our efforts regard­
ing proliferation. 

Moreover, we are currently at work: 
— Expanding our DOD-wide imagery management role; 
— Establishing a full-time joint intelligence center incorporating all existing, 

Washington-area, service-affiliated intelligence centers; and 
— Strengthening the Military Intelligence Board to make it a true Defense Intel­

ligence Senior Board of Directors concerned with both management and substantive 
issues. 

Steps are underway to integrate into the defense warning process the views of 
NSA, CIA, and the State Department's Bureau of Intelligence and Research. We are 
also working with allied nations to create a strengthened global defense warning 
system that we hope will further enhance our ability to present policymakers with a 
more comprehensive warning outlook. These all buttress the ways Mr. Gates has 
outlined to you to use intelligence as sources of leverage for policymakers, and, in 
our case, military commanders. 

CONCLUSION 

Mr. Chairman, to conclude my statement, I thank you, the members of this com­
mittee, your colleagues, and the Congress for giving defense intelligence in general, 
and DIA in particular, your full support in our effort to improve the military intelli­
gence we provide to the Nation's policymakers. 

I'd be pleased to address your questions. 

Chairman NUNN. Thank you, General Clapper. I want to com­
mend both of you for your testimony. This is extraordinary testimo­
ny, and I know you worked hard in order to get this much informa­
tion to us in open session. I commend you, Mr. Gates, and you, 
General Clapper, for doing that. It makes this committee's work 
much more readily understandable by the remainder of the Senate. 
It helps us immensely to be able to get this amount of information 
out into the public domain for consideration and debate. 

We have a lot to go over in the closed session, and I know there 
are many questions people will want to reserve for that session. 
For that reason. I will suggest we limit the open session questions 
to one round—-5 minutes each—and I will try to strictly enforce 
that, beginning with myself. So, even if there is an answer, unless 
it is going to be concluded very briefly, we will reserve it for the 
closed session. 

I have one substantive question, and one question about your 
plans in terms of capabilities of the intelligence community. 
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You talk about "perhaps," and "may endanger," and so forth, of 
proliferation of weapons—and here I am talking about more than 
nuclear—about conventional weapons—sophisticated weapons, mis­
siles that can knock down passenger airlines, that kind of thing, 
from the former Soviet Union. My question is: Do you see signs of 
that already occurring in terms of, let us say conventional weap­
ons, in terms of sales or proliferation around the world? Is that al­
ready occurring? 

Mr. GATES. Mr. Chairman we have indication that former ele­
ments of the Soviet Union, Russia and others, may be preparing to 
sell conventional weapons, as I think General Clapper indicated in 
his testimony and we also agree. They see it very much in their 
interest to be able to sell some of these weapons for hard currency 
and we would expect to see that. In fact one of our greatest con­
cerns, as he suggested towards the end of his statement, is that we 
will see increasingly sophisticated and technologically advanced 
weapons proliferating, as well as these weapons of mass destruc­
tion. 

Chairman NUNN. General Clapper, do you want to add to that? 
General CLAPPER. I would agree with that, and based on the hard 

economic facts of life for Russia and the successor states, in terms 
of what the possibilities are for earning hard currency. So I think 
in the conventional sense they will be looking for business. Certain­
ly Russia is attempting to fulfill the commitments previously made 
for longstanding weapons deliveries. There are a couple of cases in 
the Mid-East we could talk more about in closed session. So I think 
we are going to see more of that. 

Chairman NUNN. Let me just ask this question. If you were 
trying to get a general estimate around the number of nuclear 
people who are capable in this former Soviet Union of producing or 
helping a Third World country produce nuclear weapons or any 
weapon of mass destruction, including major chemical weapons or 
biological, do you have a general estimate about how many people, 
how many scientists that would be? 

Mr. GATES. Mr. Chairman our view is that there have been some­
thing of the order of about 1 million people involved in the Soviet 
nuclear weapons program overall. We calculate only about 1,000 or 
2,000 of those really have the critical skills necessary to design nu­
clear weapons. I think our numbers on either chemical or biologi­
cal weapons would be much more speculative. 

Chairman NUNN. SO if we reduced it down to 2,000, you would be 
talking about 2,000 scientists that if we constructively engaged in 
some type projects with us, whether it is involved in their own nu­
clear weapon disposal or whether it is involved in chemical clean­
up, whether it is involved in some type scientific exchange pro­
gram, whether it is involved putting them to work under some 
degree of the $400 million, you are talking about a possibility of a 
couple of thousand people. 

Mr. GATES. On the nuclear side it would be in that ballpark, yes. 
Chairman NUNN. What is a good salary in the Soviet Union 

today in dollars, adequate salary? I am told $1,000 or $2,000 goes a 
long way over there in terms of ruble conversion. 

Mr. GATES. That would go a very long way, Mr. Chairman. 



Chairman NUNN. For a year. A couple of thousand dollars for a 
full year or 2,000 or 3,000 for a year is a lot of money, is it not? 

Mr. GATES. It would be pretty substantial, yes, sir. 
Chairman NUNN. Maybe you could amend that for the record, or 

ask one of your assistants. The question is what is an adequate 
standard of living under the current devalued ruble in terms of 
American dollars? 

Mr. GATES. This is Bob Blackwell, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. BLACKWELL. The ruble has been so devalued and it continues 

to be devalued, it is hard to get an adequate measure of how much 
it is worth, relative to the dollar. Some now get up to 200 rubles to 
the dollar. 

Heretofore, before the inflation that has occurred, average sala­
ries were less than 1,000 rubles a month and 1,000 rubles would 
have been for the most expert of all of their people. Now 1,000 
rubles a month would not buy you very much at all in the former 
Soviet Union. 

Chairman NUNN. What is 1.000 rubles a month in dollars now? 
Mr. BLACKWELL. In current dollars? It is almost nothing. 
Chairman NUNN. $10? 
Mr. BLACKWELL. Yes. 
Chairman NUNN. About $10? 
Mr. BLACKWELL. That is right. They have been doubling and tri­

pling salaries in ruble terms and the ruble still does buy things, 
but it buys less than ever. 

Chairman NUNN. But $1,000 is an awful lot of money even for a 
year over there right now. 

Mr. BLACKWELL. Well $1,000 would be a lot of money and a lot of 
rubles. 

Chairman NUNN. For a year? 
Mr. BLACKWELL. Yes. 
Chairman NUNN. Okay, thank you. I am going to set a precedent 

here and yield back the balance of my time, if any, and turn to 
Senator Warner. I'll reserve my other question. 

Senator WARNER. Thank you. Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. Chairman, the opening statement by Mr. Gates reaffirmed 

my opinion that Secretary Cheney and Chairman Powell are trying 
to downsize our forces in a careful and a cautious manner. It is 
consistent and it is a direct correlation with the threat that you 
have described in precise detail here this morning, Mr. Gates. 
Therefore I think the Congress should follow the guidance of the 
President and the Secretary of Defense, given the uncertain nature 
and the unpredictable nature of the world as we see it today. That 
relates to your statement. Mr. Gates. 

With respect to you. sir. General Clapper. I was caught by sur­
prise with some of your statements, and I am going to have to take 
some time to go back and carefully assess them and particularly 
assess them in the light of briefings that I have had in the last 30 
days which appear to me to provide inconsistencies. So my first 
question. Director Gates, you have heard the General this morning, 
do you generally agree with his predictions or statements to the 
effect of the drastic curtailment of the Soviet production of weap­
ons? 
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Mr. GATES. Senator Warner I would invite my colleagues, the 
National Intelligence Officers for Strategic Programs and General 
Purpose Forces to add to what I have to say, but I would say in 
general terms that we, too, see a significant reduction in procure­
ment and activity of the Soviets, including the Soviet strategic 
forces. We see, for example, for the first time in decades the total 
absence of any SSBN under construction in what was the Soviet 
Union. 

Strategic weapons are still being tested. They are still being de­
ployed, the strategic weapons, but there have been dramatic cut­
backs in procurement, and we believe, I think, that in those cases 
where production is still going on, it is based on momentum, and 
they are drawing on supplies that were on hand at the time that 
the Soviet Union basically began to collapse and that once these 
stockpiles of some of these defense industries disappear, that their 
ability to continue production, given the breakdown of the distribu­
tion system, will be even further curtailed. 

But let me ask General Armstrong and Larry Gershwin to re­
spond. 

Senator WARNER. I am constrained by a very tight limit. I would 
let you comment further, but, General, we are out ahead of the 
President who will state shortly to the Nation and the world his 
program for the U.S. military, and I anticipate that there will not 
be a major departure from that that we have been operating on in 
terms of the downsizing under the leadership of Secretary Cheney 
and General Powell. There may be some additional reductions 
which the President will address, but I do not anticipate they will 
be major. 

As you look at your statement, and I respect you for your inde­
pendence and your forthrightness, do you feel that that statement 
is consistent with what we anticipate the President will lay down, 
consistent and supportive of the sizing and the composition of the 
Armed Forces that will be announced by the President and the Sec­
retary of Defense here in the coming days? 

Chairman NUNN. Let me just inject there, with a great deal of 
respect that, General, we want your answer to that question, but 
that is not the General's job, and I do not—I think this committee 
would be in a state of considerable frustration if we felt the intelli­
gence community were coming up here and giving us facts. 

Senator WARNER. Well, it was not directed to be a political ques­
tion. I said that the man was independent and I respected him for 
his independence, but I find myself somewhere between trying to 
analyze whether the statement is supportive or a head-on collision. 
I have to sort that out, Mr. Chairman, with all due respect, and I 
just ask the opinion. 

I am not suggesting any political foundation to the question, but 
we have to assess the very complex statement here in the light of 
what the President is going to say. And I indicated that in my judg­
ment he will not be in his statements a radical departure from 
what we are working on now. We have got to establish a direct cor­
relation between the threat as the two witnesses today have out­
lined and the sizing and the composition of the Armed Forces. That 
is the responsibility of the Congress—either disagree or agree with 
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the President. And this statement, I must say, caught me a bit by 
surprise in some of the detail here today. 

General CLAPPER. Senator Warner, I am really not in a position 
to comment on what the President is or is not going to say. I am 
frankly not privy to that. I have discussed this, though, as recently 
as yesterday with both Mr. Cheney and the Chairman, and I think, 
you know, they have accounted for the profound changes. My sense 
is they have accounted for the profound changes that have gone on 
as they view future force structure and all that. I really cannot 
comment beyond that. 

Senator WARNER. All right, we will pass this question on to you, 
Mr. Gates. I am again concerned that we have the 47 nations hear 
our President. He announced this morning I am told another $600 
million in aid proposed by the United States, bringing to a total of 
some of $5 billion, and at the same time we are still subject to tar­
geting. 

My question to you is, is there an opportunity now in the context 
of this conference and other actions by this Nation, and other na­
tions of the West, to help. Does this provide a leverage by which we 
should bring to the attention of the Soviet or the former Soviet 
Union, now the Commonwealth, the need to make some very sub­
stantial changes in this readiness posture and eliminate the ten­
sions and the risk of some situation developing as it relates to stra­
tegic weapons? Does this time provide that leverage and opportuni­
ty, and should we seize it and how should we seize it? 

Mr. GATES. Senator, I believe that the circumstances inside the 
Commonwealth do create the opportunity for the West to influence 
developments in the Commonwealth and the way in which they 
manage their affairs. For example, with respect to the implementa­
tion of the START Treaty or the implementation of CFE, it clearly 
will be in the interests of republics that seek aid from the West to 
sign up to those treaties and to implement them as faithfully as 
they are able. 

By the same token, it is clear that, given the economic conditions 
that prevail, there is an interest on the part of the senior leader­
ship in Russia and I think in the other republics to reduce their 
military expenditures and the deployments of these systems to a 
very great extent. They cannot continue with the programs at any­
thing like the levels they had before and make any headway at all 
on their economic reform, and I think that creates the conditions 
in which further reductions in the numbers of these weapons 
become very possible. 

Senator WARNER. My time is up, Mr. Chairman. 
Chairman NUNN. Thank you, Senator Warner. Senator Exon. 
Senator EXON. Mr. Chairman, thank you very much. Director 

Gates, General Clapper, welcome. I have three brief things that I 
would like to cover, and maybe some of it will require us to go into 
closed session. 

First, let me ask you, Mr. Gates, can you briefly tell us what 
your present feeling is about the launch on December 20 of an SS-
19 out of Kazakhstan. Was it a violation of the principles that we 
have been following with regard to the pending START Treaty? 

Mr. GATES. Senator Exon we were notified in advance by the 
Russians of that launch. We monitored it. We believe that it may 
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have been a space launch application of the SS-19. Some elements 
of the telemetry were encrypted. We are not quite sure why or 
w h a t the specific circumstances are. Those questions are being ad­
dressed to the Russians, and I presume tha t we will have more de­
finitive answers on that in a very short time. 

Senator EXON. Thank you. 
Mr. Gates, I assume that your agency is familiar with the nucle­

a r facility in Russia known as Chelyabinsk-65; is that correct? 
Mr. GATES. Yes, sir. 
Senator EXON. YOU are? 
Mr. GATES. Yes, sir. 
Senator EXON. Are you familiar at all or have any information 

t ha t you can tell us about in open session with regard to the facili­
ty that they are building there to reprocess plutonium and en­
riched uranium? 

Mr. GATES. Let me ask one of my colleagues, Senator. I am not 
aware of that . 

Larry? This is Larry Gershwin, the National Intelligence Officer 
for Strategic Forces, Senator. 

Mr. GERSHWIN. Senator, the facility tha t you referred to is still 
under construction, as I think you observed. In fact, we have been 
watching this for some time. The purpose of it is to build a facility 
similar to some that are in other countries to combine weapons-
grade plutonium with uranium to provide an element for reactors, 
to provide fuel for reactors, and in the process of doing that , to 
eliminate the weapons-grade plutonium by burning it up. 

The facility is somewhat unique in that most such facilities in 
the world do not use weapons-grade plutonium, but ra ther use 
other kinds of plutonium. In some ways weapons-grade plutonium 
is a safer fuel to use for this because it is less dangerous to handle 
than normal fuel. 

Senator EXON. Have your scientific experts looked at the facility 
to see whether or not they believe tha t the advanced systems there 
are workable? 

Mr. GERSHWIN. It certainly is a very workable scheme. One issue 
is unt i l the fuel is actually consumed, once it has been mixed, it 
could be reversed. So just having tha t facility does not prevent that 
plutonium from being used as weapons-grade plutonium in the 
future. It is relatively easy to reverse it until the fuel has actually 
been consumed. 

Senator EXON. Thank you. There is one last and most important 
question tha t I have. I quote from your statement, Mr. Gates: "It is 
for these reasons, the prognosis of the former Soviet Union is 
clouded at best." 

Can you, in open session, give us your evaluation from that 
clouded picture, as to the likely success of Mr. Yeltsin and his re­
forms and then a follow-up question: what are the chances that he 
will succeed in your opinion, given the information you have now? 

And then the logical next step is that should he fail, what direc­
tion do you think the government of Russia would likely take? 

Mr. GATES. Senator, I remain fairly optimistic about the pros­
pects for the republics of the former Soviet Union in the middle to 
long-term. I think if we try and have some perspective with respect 
to how far they have come since August and the dismantling of a 
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totalitarian system, how far they have moved down the road of po­
litical and economic reform, the institutionalization particularly on 
the 

Senator EXON. Mr. Gates, I appreciate that, what I would just 
like you to answer is what are the chances of Mr. Yeltsin surviv­
ing? 

Mr. GATES. I think that the chances are good that he will remain 
in power. I think if something should happen to him or if for some 
reason the Commonwealth should not survive, then the prognosis 
would be much more pessimistic. 

Senator EXON. My time is up, you also thought that Mr. Gorba­
chev would last longer than he did, is that right? 

Mr. GATES. I never made a prediction about how long Mr. Gorba­
chev would last, Senator. I felt my predictions with respect to Mr. 
Gorbachev had more to do with the likelihood of his reform effort. 

Senator EXON. My time is up. Thank you, and thank you, Mr. 
Chairman. 

Chairman NUNN. Thank you. I believe Senator Mack is next. 
Senator MACK. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
I want to follow up on Senator Warner's question with respect to 

80 percent reductions in procurement and ask the specific question, 
does that relate to strategic capabilities, to strategic weapons and 
also I would like to know, Director Gates, whether that is a posi­
tion that you share? 

Mr. GATES. I might just comment, sir, this is based on a Russian 
statement made to the Russian parliament. Does it relate specifi­
cally to strategic? We do not know that, sir, I guess that is what I 
am getting to. We do not know—at least from my part, do not 
know—Larry, can you help out. 

Senator MACK. I would like to get Larry's opinion. 
Mr. GERSHWIN. Senator, regarding the statement by the Rus­

sians, at this point we have not been able to corroborate it. We 
have observed a general reduction over the last several years in 
the production of most military items, including strategic missiles. 

What we are looking at is a prediction by them that they will 
reduce their procurement by 80 percent. Whether that is measured 
in rubles, dollars, numbers of missiles, all of that remains to be 
seen. There will certainly be some reduction in strategic missiles. I 
would be surprised if it is as much as 80 percent, but it could be— 
but at the moment that has not happened. This is an expectation 
for the future, based on their unilateral statement. 

Senator MACK. Okay, let me go to another area. As you both 
know, the Congress recently passed legislation that would allow the 
President to provide the former Soviet republics with up to $400 
million in aid for the purpose of nuclear warhead dismantlement 
and other weapons of mass destruction. In order to release the aid 
however, the President must certify among other things that they 
are: (1) making substantial investment of its resources for disman­
tling or destroying such weapons: (2) foregoing any military mod­
ernization program that exceeds legitimate defense requirements, 
and foregoing the replacement of destroyed weapons of mass de­
struction: and (3) complying with all relevant arms control agree­
ments. 
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Can you indicate to me whether you believe that those three con­
ditions can be certified? There are other conditions, but I am talk­
ing specifically of those three. 

Mr. GATES. We would have to take a close look at the situation 
on those, Senator Mack. On the dismantling effort, we know that 
they are making efforts in this vein and in fact, we learned some 
new things this morning in talking to a couple of you that were 
just there. We know that and have offered a community view on 
the likelihood that modernization of, particularly the strategic 
weapons, is going to slow considerably. They will have to be very 
selective among the many systems they have pursued in the past 
and probably only a few will survive to actual deployment. 

In terms of compliance with arms control agreements, I think 
that we would have to rely on the most recent reports that we have 
provided to the Congress, updated by the developments of the last 3 
or 4 months. I would say that, without going back to the experts 
and getting sort of a fine grained, detailed analysis, I would say 
that there are positive elements in each of these three categories 
that you have described. 

Senator MACK. I notice you are being somewhat cautious and in­
dicating that you are not saying at this point that you are comfort­
able with saying that those three things could be certified. 

Mr. GATES. I think we would have to go back in the context of 
those specific requirements and examine the situation in consider­
able detail. My guess is that for most of those categories, we would 
offer an overall positive assessment, but also that there would be 
some inconsistencies. 

Senator MACK. On this trip we just returned from, we met with 
the former deputy foreign minister Obukhov. When asked about 
Soviet violations of the 1972 biological warfare agreement, warfare 
convention, he stated that they were not in violation of that agree­
ment, and that a group of British and American officials visited 
their facility to alleviate our concerns. 

My question really is, has the U.S. changed its judgment about 
the visit, based on the visit to their facilities or are they still con­
sidered in violation of that convention? 

Mr. GATES. I think we do not have any basis at this point, Sena­
tor Mack, for changing the judgment made in the last report on 
compliance provided to the Congress by the administration. That 
report said that they were not in compliance on the BW front. 

Senator MACK. Okay, thank you. 
Chairman NUNN. Thank you, Senator Mack. Senator Levin is 

next. 
Senator LEVIN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Let me add my wel­

come to both of our witnesses. 
First of all, Mr. Gates, you have testified that the proliferation of 

nuclear materials and weapons around the world is of gravest con­
cern. You have also testified that the emigration, potential emigra­
tion of Soviet nuclear scientists to countries such as Libya would be 
of real concern to you. I want to press you on in those areas. Is it 
in our clear security interest, first of all, that fissile material such 
as weapons grade plutonium and enriched uranium be converted 
by Russia into some peaceful use such as commercial fuel for nucle-
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ar reactors, particularly if that fuel were then sold to Western 
countries for use in their reactors? 

Mr. GATES. I think, based on the testimony offered by Mr. Gersh­
win, that as long as appropriate safeguards are in effect over that 
material, it would be. 

Senator LEVIN. Would you say it is in our security interest that 
the nuclear scientists who are now in the Soviet Union, many of 
whom are unemployed, looking for food as well as work, but that 
they be occupied in peaceful ways, either in Russia or other Com­
monwealth republics or in Western countries rather than emigrat­
ing with their knowledge to Third World countries such as Libya? 

Mr. GATES. Yes, sir. 
Senator LEVIN. Now is it also in our security interest that the 

plants in Russia that are currently producing weaponry be convert­
ed to peaceful purposes? 

Mr. GATES. Or, at a minimum, stop producing weapons? Yes, sir. 
Senator LEVIN. Or even better yet, be converted to peaceful pur-

pones. 
Mr. GATES. Better yet. 
Senator LEVIN. NOW have you notified the White House of those 

tacts? 
Mr. GATES. Yes, sir, we have participated actively in the policy 

deliberations on the use of this $400 million, and also about the 
consequences of the kinds of concerns that we have been discuss­
ing. 

Ser „ fnator LEVIN. Well, the facts that you just testified to go beyond 
even the uses to which the $400 million could be put, is that not 
true? 

Mr. GATES. Yes, sir. 
Senator LEVIN. SO the facts that you just testified to in response 

to my question that it is in our clear security interest that the plu-
tonium and uranium be disposed of peacefully, preferably convert­
ed to some useful substance or otherwise and gotten out of Russia 
preferably, into the hands of ourselves and our allies for commer­
cial purposes, but in any event, safely disposed of and stored; the. 
fact that you have testified to that it* is in our security advantage 
to have Soviet nuclear scientists not to Libya, but be peacefully oc­
cupied in the Soviet Union; and that is in our security advantage 
that Soviet plants now producing weaponry be converted to peace­
ful purposes—those facts have been described to the White House 
by you. 

And my next question is. has the White House designed pro­
grams that you know of to address those facts, to try to achieve 
those goals? 

Mr. GATRS. Senator Ix»vin. I believe that there is an interagency 
effort underway under the auspices of the National Security Coun­
cil to develop policies to deal with the very questions that you are 
describing. 

Senator LKVIN. Are there any existing programs that you know 
of. that the White House has in place to address those, what you 
call critical security concerns? 

Mr. GATRS. Not that 1 am aware of. but this effort is proceeding 
as we speak on an intensive basis. 

Senator IJCVIN. Am I out of time? Let me just 
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Chairman NUNN. NO, but there is no rule against yielding back. 
Senator LEVIN. All right, in that case, I will 
Chairman NUNN. NO, I am kidding. 
Senator LEVIN. NO, I think the Chairman set an excellent exam­

ple, and I will be happy to yield back the few seconds that I have 
left. 

Chairman NUNN. Thank you, Senator Levin. Senator Thurmond. 
Senator THURMOND. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. Gates and General Clapper, we welcome you here and thank 

you for the fine service to our country. 
Now if you will answer these questions just as briefly as you can, 

because we have only a few minutes. 
General Clapper, in your prepared testimony you implied that 

Soviet deep underground leadership construction is continuing. Is 
it in fact true that they are continuing to invest precious resources 
in deep underground nuclear war fighting leadership shelters? This 
seems like a contradiction to invest in such shelters at a time of 
improved relations and given the housing shortages that exist for 
the Russian military, does it not? 

General CLAPPER. Yes, sir, I think there are probably any 
number of what appear to be ostensible inconsistencies in what we 
believe to be the problems confronting the Commonwealth and the 
continuation of—more out of momentum than anything else—cer­
tain programs that seem to contravene that. 

The maintenance of the deep underground facilities for civil de­
fense or leadership protection has been a long ingrained tenet of 
the former Soviet defense policy. At this point, we do not have good 
evidence that they are closing these up. They are still active. I 
think this is another case where we have to watch to see what they 
do. But there are any number of anomalous contradictions like 
that that we have to watch. 

Senator THURMOND. And Mr. Gates, in your prepared testimony 
you state that the capabilities of the Russian strategic forces are 
being significantly reduced. Modernization programs are likely to 
be delayed or abandoned and training will be cut back. On what 
basis do you make that judgment, and can you tell us what evi­
dence there is to reach such judgment? 

Mr. GATES. Senator Thurmond, the Soviets are eliminating the 
Y-class submarines. They are eliminating the SS-11 and SS-17 
ICBMs. We see a number of modernization programs being cut 
back. We believe they are near the end of the deployment of the 
Blackjack bomber. There are no new ballistic missile submarines 
under construction in the former Soviet Union for the first time in 
decades. There also, however, are some programs going forward as 
General Clapper has described, e.g. the SS-25, a silo-based SS-24, 
and a naval missile, the SSN-20. So there are some selective mod­
ernizations going forward but there also are a number of indica­
tions that they are cutting back on some of these other programs. 

Senator THURMOND. Mr. Gates, during the recent all military 
conference in Moscow last week, we happened to be over in that 
part of the world at that time, the 5,000 military officers in attend­
ance overwhelmingly supported the maintenance of a unified army 
as opposed to the army of independent states. Is it my understand 
that Mr. Yeltsin supported the concept of a unified army. 
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In your judgment, can there be a unified ground forces army 
without Ukraine? Is the influence of the army growing with Mr. 
Yeltsin, and, finally, what do you think will happen during the 
follow-on meeting in Minsk on February 14? 

Mr. GATES. I think that if I may, Senator Thurmond, the ques­
tion is perhaps better put: can the Ukraine have a ground force 
military of any capability independent of the Commonwealth 
ground forces? 

The Russians now control 75 percent of the strategic forces. They 
control 50 percent of the maneuver divisions, 85 percent of the de­
fense industry, 85 percent of the surface combatants and how the 
Ukraine can maintain any kind of a sizeable military independent 
of that kind of a structure is an interesting question. 

I think that what Yeltsin and the others have said is that 8 of 
the 11 republics have indicated their willingness to participate in a 
unified conventional force or general purpose army, and that would 
sound to us, I think, like a viable proposition. 

In terms of Yeltsin's influence with the military or vice versa, I 
think that Yeltsin, more than any other politician in what was the 
Soviet Union, has a remarkable feel for the pulse and the political 
situation in Russia and in the former Soviet Union. 

I think that he realizes that the military has been badly served 
by the events of the last year in the sense of the supply of food, 
housing, schools for their children and so on, and that those 
coming back from Eastern Europe face very difficult circum­
stances. 

So I think that Yeltsin, in attempting to maintain a unified con­
ventional force and trying to maintain command and control over 
the strategic forces, understands these needs of the military and is 
trying to be responsive to them, within the constraints imposed on 
him by the economic conditions of the country. 

I am not as expert as my colleagues here. Let me take a quick 
throw at the Minsk conference and then invite them to add. It 
seems to me that the most likely outcome in Minsk and in a way, 
perhaps the most hopeful, is that the number of the republics in 
the Commonwealth will agree to integrated command and control 
of the nuclear forces and that at least eight of the republics will 
agree to maintain some sort of a unified conventional force. But let 
me defer if necessary. 

Senator THURMOND. DO your experts have anything to add? 
Mr. GATES. NO, sir, they agree with me. 
Senator THURMOND. Mr. Chairman, my time has expired. 
Chairman NUNN. Thank you, Senator Thurmond. Senator Glenn. 

•Senator GLENN. Thank you. 
Mr. Gates, I appreciate very much your testimony the other day 

before the Governmental Affairs Committee on general non-prolif­
eration problems all over the world. I thought it was an excellent 
hearing and appreciate your run-down on that. 

In that hearing one of the statements you made is as follows: 
Only China and the Commonwealth of Independent States have the 
missile capability to reach U.S. territory directly. We do not expect 
increased risk to U.S. territory from the special weapons of other 
countries in a conventional military sense for at least another 
decade. . . ;' 
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Can you tell us in open session which Third World ballistic mis­
siles, if any, will be able to reach the United States in the next 
decade? 

Mr. GATES. I think that our judgment is that during the next 
decade none of the Third World countries will have that capability. 
There are countries, I have mentioned North Korea and others, 
which are working on extended range missiles, and we would be 
happy, if you will allow me, to go into that in more detail in the 
closed session. 

Senator GLENN. Fine, that would be very good. 
In your testimony this morning one thing sort of jumped out at 

me in your run-down on Iraq, when you said the biological weapons 
program was damaged, but that critical equipment was hidden 
during the war. The Iraqis could produce BW materials in a matter 
of weeks of their decision to do so. 

Do you know whether they are making plans for that? Are they 
doing that? Do they have that hidden material, that hidden equip­
ment coming out, and is it your best estimate that they are pro­
ceeding to make biological weapons? 

Mr. GATES. Senator Glenn, the Iraqis have made such an effort 
too. First of all let me say that, based on their efforts to resume 
their capabilities on the nuclear and chemical front, the recon­
struction of facilities and so on, I think we believe it is reasonable 
to assume that they are trying to rebuild and go forward with their 
BW program as well. 

Senator GLENN. DO we have a pretty good handle on that? Can 
we follow that as a development? Would we know about it for sure, 
if they were doing it? 

Mr. GATES. I would like to address that in closed session, if I 
could. 

Senator GLENN. Okay, fine. Another area of nuclear concern is 
North Korea. You addressed that in your statement today. You in­
dicated it was the most dangerous spot in Northeast Asia and East 
Asia. 

Could you comment any more on that? Do you know any more 
about the verification that seems to be key toward this tentative, 
very tentative, in quotes agreement, that has been worked out be­
tween North and South Korea? What are the odds of getting that 
verification? Are you optimistic on that, or do you think this is just 
another political ploy? 

Mr. GATES. I think that will represent a significant challenge for 
our policy makers, Senator. 

Senator GLENN. HOW well are we able to follow what goes on in 
North Korea? We seem to know quite a bit about that. 

Mr. GATES. I think we have reasonably good information on their 
efforts on both the nuclear and missile side, yes, sir. 

Senator GLENN. Back to the Soviet Union—oh, no, I have an­
other one here on India and Pakistan. We keep seeing more and 
more being written about whether there is a nuclear competition 
going on there. That can only end, I presume, in things that are 
not good. Could you run that down for us, just a little bit? 

Mr. GATES. Well, the weapons developments are clearly a matter 
for concern in both countries. I think the one reason for optimism 
is that the two sides are at least talking about these things. 
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I know that when the President sent me to India and Pakistan in 
May of 1990, when we were concerned that they might stumble 
into a conflict, I had very frank conversations with them about 
their own weapons programs, and what we saw happening and the 
concerns that we had. And, frankly, I offered U.S. assistance in 
trying to use some of the lessons we had learned about inspections 
and risk reduction endeavors; I also offered our intelligence to help 
them reduce tensions. They have, in fact, on their own, adopted 
some of those measures, including hotlines and other such things. 

So we have this strange juxtaposition of a political recognition in 
both countries of the dangers of a conflict and steps being taken to 
try to reduce those risks while, at the same time, the weapons pro­
grams are going forward. As I indicated in my statement, the 
worry really is one of miscalculation and misunderstanding. 

Senator GLENN. Just one more. We talked the other day, in the 
other hearing that the Soviets have pledged to destroy some 1,500 
warheads—but how they can do only about 1,500 a year as they 
take down the 15,000. That means 10 years before the warheads 
will be disposed of. I was thinking of other ways we could approach 
this thing. 

Do you know whether they have storage facilities available? 
These would have to be reasonably good storage facilities, but I 
thought if we could get them to take warheads off, and we also 
take warheads off, at least take them off and leave the silos open 
or whatever, so we can monitor the situation and maybe even have 
people there to verify it. Some way of reducing the danger we have 
right now; their missiles right now are still there targeted on the 
same American targets that they've been on for the last 25 years, 
which makes a lot of us nervous where there is an unstable situa­
tion, as in the new CIS. 

I thought if we could get those warheads off some way, maybe 
have IAEA monitor, something like that. The basic question, 
though, is do we know, is there any facility where they could actu­
ally take them off and store them in the numbers that would be 
required to reach these goals much more rapidly than over a 10-
year period? 

Mr. GATES. Let me take a quick crack at that, Senator Glenn. We 
think they have the storage facilities. The problem that they're 
having with storage facilities now is that as they consolidate all of 
these weapons back from the other republics into Russia, the capa­
bility of the Russians to expand their storage facilities to accommo­
date those that were deployed in the other republics are stretched 
thinly. And we think that they are interested in expanding that 
storage capability. 

With respect to dismantling, quite frankly, I have heard some 
things from Senator Levin and Senator Mack from their visit to 
Moscow that would indicate that, potentially, our assessments of 
how fast they could dismantle may be low. But we will want to 
pursue that with the Senators based on what they heard on their 
trip. Is that about right, on the storage? 

Mr. GERSHWIN. Yes. 
Senator GLENN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Chairman NUNN. Thank you, Senator Glenn. Senator Cohen, you 

are batting cleanup this morning. 



49 

Senator COHEN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Mr. Gates, when you 
testified before the Governmental Affairs Committee a week or so 
ago, Senator Glenn was chairing that meeting, as he indicated. You 
said that Iraq would remain a primary proliferation threat as long 
as Saddam is in power. I did not notice that in today's statement. 
Do you believe that to be the case this week, as opposed to last 
week? 

Mr. GATES. Yes, sir. 
Senator COHEN. And that the cadre of scientists and engineers 

trained for these programs would be able to reconstitute any dor­
mant program rapidly. 

Mr. GATES. Yes, sir. 
Senator COHEN. There was a story on the front page of the New 

York Times about Libya hiding massive amounts of chemical weap­
ons, and perhaps constructing a second chemical weapons capabil­
ity removed from that in Rabla. Given your testimony, and that of 
General Clapper, do you believe that Libya remains a proliferation 
threat as long as Qadhafi is in power? 

Mr. GATES. Yes, sir. 
Senator COHEN. Mr. Gates, as you know there are Presidential 

candidates up in New Hampshire parading around and arguing on 
both sides, Republican and Democrat, that perhaps the United 
States should abandon its foreign bases, entanglements, return to 
American soil and pursue an America First policy. And I say that 
it is on both sides, left and right. 

If we are to pull out, let us say, of the Philippines, downsize our 
presence in that region of the world, be it Singapore or elsewhere, 
what power, if any, is likely to fill that vacuum that would be left? 
Has the intelligence community looked at what the potential is for 
a power vacuum in various parts of the globe where we are cur­
rently engaged? 

Mr. GATES. I am so recently back in the community, Senator, I 
am not aware. We have not done any analysis like that since I 
have returned, and I am not sure whether something was done on 
that score while I was absent. Let me ask my colleagues. 

Mr. BLACKWELL. NO. 
Mr. GATES. NO, sir. 
Senator COHEN. Well, let me suggest to you that I think you 

should. 
Mr. GATES. I have got the point. 
Senator COHEN. AS a matter of fact we are discussing the poten­

tial of a trade relationship. Perhaps either confrontation or realign­
ment to the extent, for example, that some of the proposals being 
put forth by candidates were to be put into effect, that might in 
fact alter our relationship with someone like Japan, by way of ex­
ample. Possibly some of the European continent, depending upon 
what the European Community might look like 5 years from now. 

It seems to me it would be prudent, to use a word that is in 
vogue, to examine not only the potential threats that are posed by 
our adversaries, what remain of our adversaries, but potentially 
what the development might be with respect to our allies. For ex­
ample, if we were to have a trade war with Japan, if we were to 
insist on certain policies that they saw as being quite threatening 
to their economic base, what is the likelihood that Japan might 
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expand its military capabilities to perhaps dominate that region of 
the world, if we were in fact retreating from that region? 

Is that not a legitimate area for examination by our intelligence 
community, to at least be thinking in terms of where we are going 
wit It our—Senator Mack and Senator Warner's concern about 
where we are going with the size and shape of our defense estab 
lishment? Should we not be looking just a few years down the line, 
to see exactly what the world might look like in the event that cer­
tain policies being articulated by politicians today were to take 
place 

Mr IIATKS. Yes. sir. I think those are completely legitimate ques­
tions 

Senator OOHKN. And perhaps you can clarify for me—the name 
liraham Fuller may strike you as being familiar. During the course 
of vour hearings, as a matter of fact, a paper that he presented was 
cited with some controversy, during the course of your confirma­
tion proceedings. 

Mr Fuller has written a piece in the Washington Post which 
snggwts that Islamic fundamentalism is inevitable and indeed ta­
meable A conflicting piece was written by Mr. Amos Perlmutter, 
who thvnks that Mr. Fuller has greatly misunderstood the implica-
t;o.r.s of Is'.amic fundamentalism and what that means in terms of 
its s;>:x\w. not only to central regions of the Soviet Union, but also 
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cilities for leadership, it does not necessarily follow that there is 
some rational connection between the two. 

General CLAPPER. Yes, sir. 
Senator COHEN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Chairman NUNN. Thank you very much, Senator Cohen. I would 

echo, Senator Cohen, your suggestion. I think that is a very good 
suggestion about taking a look at not what happens with threats in 
a static world, but what happens with threats as we make very 
dramatic reductions in certain parts of the world. I think that is a 
very relevant question. It is a tough one to answer, but that may 
be where you bring out your A-team and your B-team, which is, I 
hope, an approach you are going to be taking, as we discussed 
before. 

Just to clarify, I want to make sure everybody understands what 
General Clapper said on the 80 percent. On page 4, very clearly 
what he says is, "for example, in Russia's recently announced de­
fense budget proposal for the first quarter of this year, procure­
ment appears to have been cut by about 80 percent." Those are the 
General's words. What you are basically doing is basing this state­
ment on their statements. 

General CLAPPER. AS is being discussed now in the Russian Par­
liament, yes. 

Chairman NUNN. YOU have not independently verified that yet? 
General CLAPPER. NO, nor do we know what the composition will 

be. 
Chairman NUNN. I have been told by some Russians that they 

have essentially cut off all orders, but that momentum is going to 
continue. I think we are going to have to look at the difference be­
tween new orders and momentum as we go along, because as we all 
know, old orders usually stretch over several years. And the ques­
tion is how much is—as Mr. Gates said, how much materials do 
they have to continue the old orders, and who has the authority to 
cut off the old orders if they are already in effect? But that will be 
something we will watch with great interest. 

We will adjourn now, and go over to the Intelligence Committee's 
hearing room, to continue this in closed session. I, again, want to 
thank both of you for being very forthcoming in open session. I 
think this will be of great help, not to just this committee but to 
our colleagues and to the general public. Thank you. 

[Questions for the record with answers supplied follow:] 

QUESTIONS SUBMITTED BY SENATOR ALAN J. DIXON 

INTERNATIONAL SECURITY ENVIRONMENT 

Senator DIXON. At different times, I have heard different numbers used for the 
number of countries tha t will have ballistic nuclear capable missiles by the year 
2000. 

— How many countries do you think will have a ballistic missile capability by the 
year 2000? 

— How many of these will be able to strike our shoreline with one of their mis­
siles? 

— Of these countries which ones do you believe are a realistic potential threat to 
our country? 

Mr. GATES. Probably over [deleted] will have short- or medium-range ballistic mis­
siles: [deleted]. The list will be longer if [deleted] resume their development pro­
grams and much longer if Scuds are sold to other states in the Persian Gulf, south 
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of the Sahara, or in Southeast Asia. It will be shorter if [deleted] and former mem­
bers of the Warsaw Pact scrap their Scuds, SS-21s, and SS-23s. 

[Deleted.] We said in open session that we do not expect an increased risk to U.S. 
territory from the special weapons of countries other than China and Russia for at 
least another decade. [Deleted.] We believe that the development of ICBMs (or 
SLBMs) over the next decade is well beyond the capabilities of the less developed 
countries. 

Senator DIXON. At different times, I have heard different numbers used for the 
number of countries that will have ballistic nuclear capable missiles by the year 
2000. How many countries do you think will have a ballistic missile capability by 
the year 2000? 

General CLAPPER. In addition to the major powers that possess ballistic missiles 
today, as many as 20 developing countries are projected to have ballistic missiles in 
the year 2000. 

Senator DIXON. How many of these [countries] will be able to strike our shoreline 
with one of their missiles? 

General CLAPPER. CIS and China are the only non-NATO countries presently able 
to strike our CONUS shoreline with a ballistic missile. No additional countries are 
projected to develop intercontinental range ballistic missiles by the year 2000. 

Senator DIXON. Of these countries [CIS and China], which ones do you believe are 
a realistic potential threat to our country? 

General CLAPPER. Both of these countries pose realistic potential threats to the 
United States. 

Senator DIXON. Our forces working with our allies were very successful in the 
recent war with Iraq. Do you see'the United States being involved in another con­
frontation of this magnitude in the next 10 years? 

Mr. GATES. We have no way of knowing. As you will recall, intelligence played a 
major role in our success in the war with Iraq, but that the evidence that such a 
conflict was in the offing emerged only very briefly before Saddam Hussein 
launched his assault on Kuwait. No matter how sophisticated our technical intelli­
gence capabilities become, it is unlikely that we will receive much in the way of 
early warning from societies like Iraq where political authority is concentrated in 
one leader and western-style public discourse is severely curtailed. 

Unfortunately, the odds are that we will again confront such states in the decade 
ahead and that some, anxious to settle old conflicts formerly muted by the global 
confrontation between the U.S. and U.S.S.R. will resort to violence. Whether such 
conflicts will require the intervention of the United States and will escalate to the 
scale of the recent war with Iraq must remain, unfortunately, in the realm of the 
unknown. It is possible that, as in the current civil war in Yugoslavia, the fighting 
will remain relatively contained and that the U.N. or some regional entity like the 
European community will relieve the United States of the need to become involved 
in every conflict. On the other hand, our history since the Second World War sug­
gests that U.S. involvement in a major, conventional war in each succeeding decade 
has, unfortunately, become the norm. 

General CLAPPER. There are a number of countries that currently have, or are 
projected to have, military forces comparable in size and strength to Iraq's armed 
forces in 1990. Moreover, the anticipated decline in the defense establishments of 
the United States and its major allies will increase the comparative strength of po­
tential adversary nations in this timeframe. The panoply of social, political, and eco­
nomic issues that divide nations, and groups within nations, ensures that the poten­
tial for conflict will remain significant through the end of this century and into the 
next. 

There is a direct connection between those states that perceive threats to their 
security interests and those that devote comparatively greater amounts of their re­
sources to military forces. In the same respect, well-armed nations will continue to 
view military action as a potential solution to perceived security concerns. There­
fore, the probability of armed conflict on a significant scale will remain substantial 
through the turn of the century. The likelihood of U.S. involvement in these large-
scale conflicts will depend primarily on the risk such conflicts may pose to tradition­
al U.S. vital interests. U.S. involvement on a lesser scale may also result from an 
increasing role in U.N. peacekeeping operations or other factors. 

The likelihood for the United States to engage in a conflict on the scale of Oper­
ation Desert Storm for the rest of this century is low, although U.S. policies and 
actions will have a strong influence in deterring this type of conflict. At the same 
time, there is a greater likelihood for situations in which vital interests may not be 
clearly threatened, but U.S. involvement will be strongly urged such as in [deleted] 
conflict or an outbreak of serious fighting. [Deleted.] 
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Senator DIXON. With the demise of the Soviet Union, do you see any potential 
enemy fielding new weapon systems that our present weapon systems cannot read­
ily handle? 

Mr. GATES. Since we can never be sure where weapon systems will turn up these 
days, or whether friendly countries will stay friendly, we remain concerned with the 
spread of the highly advanced technology that goes into [deleted]. 

Many older systems deployed throughout Eurasia are difficult or impossible to 
defend against. In addition to missiles or artillery with nuclear, chemical, or biologi­
cal warheads, we are particularly concerned with [deleted]. 

General CLAPPER. Yes. A large number of new weapon systems will be developed 
and fielded by friends and foes, between now and the turn of the century, that will 
stress not only present U.S. weapon systems but will also likely stress new systems 
currently in the developmental stages. Regional Powers will continue to buy or in­
digenously produce technologically advanced weapons. The world's major arms pro­
ducers stand ready to satisfy their needs. 

Across the categories of military weapons, there are numerous examples of sys­
tems under development or on the verge of deployment. Just a few are: 

Ballistic Missiles. Current nuclear powers, including the Commonwealth of Inde­
pendent States (CIS), will continue to field intercontinental ballistic missiles against 
which the United States will have no defense unless a strategic defensive system is 
put in place. Tactical ballistic missiles will continue to proliferate: One example is 
[deleted] the former Soviet SS1C SCUD Short-Range Ballistic Missile. [Deleted] this 
system would be extremely attractive for nations having or acquiring a SCUD capa­
bility. 

Aerodynamic Systems. An improved variant of the Soviet Su-27 FLANKER 
equipped with the AA-X-12 [deleted] air-to-air missile (AAM) [deleted]. Also, gray 
world fighter and missile systems will proliferate:[deleted]. 

Naval Systems. Projected antiship missiles include [deleted] a supersonic cruise 
missile system. Submarines [deleted]. 

Ground Systems. Future armor systems will certainly exceed current fielded capa­
bilities. [Deleted.] A growing number of nations have precision-guided munitions 
(PGM) equipped with a variety of sensors [deleted] then the United States will be 
faced with a new threat. Other gray world helicopters under development are tech­
nologically comparable [deleted]. 

Air Defense Systems. The CIS could export long-range surface-to-air (SAM) sys­
tems [deleted]. Continued development and fielding of more sophisticated tactical 
SAMs [deleted]. 

Directed Energy Weapons (DEW). [Deleted] lasers are expected to proliferate in re­
gional forces. In addition to sophisticated [deleted] laser technologies available in 
several countries, [deleted] indicates the former Soviets are [deleted] in terms of de­
velopment and production of [deleted] laser weapons systems, increasing [deleted] 
emphasizing broadening roles and missions for laser weapons. Some of this DEW 
capability is being marketed to other countries. 

Electronic Countermeasures. Several regional adversaries could field high-power 
jamming systems [deleted]. In addition, the increased viability of small, low-cost 
jamming systems will result in a variety of new expendable or unmanned jammer 
systems facing U.S. forces. [Deleted.] 

Intercept/Jam-Resistant Communications Systems. The proliferation of various 
technologies and techniques designed to prevent intercept or jamming of the 
enemy's communications [deleted] if antijam communications means become the 
predominant mode. 

In summary, the world continues to present a threatening environment especially 
from a technological viewpoint. Nations and international consortiums will continue 
to advance technology. Some of that technology will be integrated into weapon sys­
tems, that if used by adversaries, will stress our capabilities. 

QUESTIONS SUBMITTED BY SENATOR JOHN W. WARNER 

PRODUCTION OF SS-18 

Senator WARNER. General Clapper and Mr. Gates, is the SS-18 ICBM still under 
production? If so, how many are produced per year and where are they produced? 
Overall, how many ballistic missiles—SLBMs and ICBMs—were produced last year? 

Mr. GATES. Overall, the production of ballistic missiles declined in 1991. [Deleted.] 
General CLAPPER. The Dnepropetrovsk Missile Production Plant continues to 

produce SS-18 heavy intercontinental ballistic missile (ICBM) series. The Dneprope-
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trovsk plant is located in the Ukraine. Its future involvement in this and other mili­
tary programs of the Commonwealth of Independent States or Russia appears to be 
the subject of some debate. Overall activity levels for the SS-18 program in the past 
few years have been very steady. Thus far, no change in the program's pace has 
been detected. 

[Deleted] 1991 activity at the Dnepropetrovsk Plant Yuzhnoye suggest that [delet­
ed] missiles were produced in the year for the SS-18 Mod 5/6 heavy intercontinen­
tal ballistic missile (ICBM) program. [Deleted] shipments of newly produced SS-18s 
continues. DIA estimates that 190 ICBMs and submarine-launched ballistic missiles 
were produced in 1991 by the Soviet Union/Commonwealth of Independent States. 

GORBACHEV RESPONSE TO PRESIDENT BUSH INITIATIVE 

Senator WARNER. General Clapper and Mr. Gates, on October 5, then-President 
Gorbachev responded to President Bush's nuclear weapons initiative of September 
27. Can you provide us with an assessment of his initiatives? Has the Russian mili­
tary implemented all of his stated proposals? Has there been a change in the Rus­
sian Government's thinking along the lines outlined by President Gorbachev since 
Yeltsin has taken over? 

Mr. GATES. It is not possible to determine whether all of Gorbachev's tactical and 
strategic proposals have been implemented. The four nuclear republics of the Com­
monwealth of Independent States are rapidly moving to consolidate all tactical nu­
clear weapons in Russia, and may succeed in completing this before the July 1, 1992 
target date. [Deleted]. The Russians are still working on arrangements for the stor­
age, dismantlement, and eventual destruction of these weapons, thus all the tactical 
nuclear provisions of the initiative have not been implemented. 

[Deleted.] 
We are unable to determine which missile Gorbachev was referring to when he 

indicated that development of a modified nuclear short-range missile for heavy 
bombers would be stopped. [Deleted.] 

Many of President Yeltsin's initiatives either restate pledges made by Gorbachev 
or reflect changes already underway in the defense industry and operational forces. 
[Deleted.] 

General CLAPPER. DIA judges that Russia will curtail or terminate many ongoing 
nuclear weapon deployment programs and will, in the future, support far fewer de­
velopment programs in line with the Gorbachev proposals contained in his October 
response to President Bush's initiative. A number of strategic weapons have been 
taken off alert, and tactical nuclear weapons are being relocated to storage sites in 
Russia. The declared moratorium on nuclear testing remains in effect. Furthermore, 
one former Soviet nuclear test site has been deactivated, and there is pressure to 
close the other. 

For the moment, however, new deployments of nuclear systems and work on 
many development programs continues. These activities probably are the product of 
earlier decisions to modernize forces rather than an indicator of an intent to retain 
these weapon programs. The more recent Yeltsin response to President Bush's State 
of the Union address suggests continuation of the Gorbachev plan leading to even 
deeper cuts and accelerated reductions. 

Intercontinental Ballistic Missiles (ICBMs). New deployments of [deleted] systems 
have continued, and [deleted] before the coup attempt in August 1991 is under way. 

New deployments of the [deleted] may indicate a halt in the deployment of this 
system. The agreement to remove SS-25s from Belarus by the end of 1994 will com­
plicate future basing options. 

[Deleted.] However, given President Yeltsin's recent arms control initiatives and 
statements by senior Russian officials regarding the removal of [deleted] it is very 
likely that ongoing modernization in this [deleted] will be halted. Future production 
of [deleted] will be contingent on the eventual size of the force in [deleted] and the 
disposition of those [deleted] removed from [deleted]. 

[Deleted] continues. Recent arms control initiatives and the elimination of the [de­
leted] would make the follow-on program a likely candidate for cancellation. 

[Deleted.] In October 1991, former President Gorbachev stated that design work 
on a mobile compact-size ICBM would be stopped. His reference could have alluded 
to choosing to [deleted] is expected to continue and eventually replace the existing 
force. 

Limited [deleted] ongoing. [Deleted] force and new [deleted] contravenes a Soviet 
"Statement of Policy" to cease encryption 120 days after the Strategic Arms Reduc­
tion Treaty (START) was signed. Evidence indicates that the [deleted]. 
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Sea Launched Ballistic Missiles (SLBMs). There have been no pledges to halt 
SLBM development programs. Work on at least two and possibly three new SLBM 
programs has continued. 

The SS-N-20 follow-on, [deleted] is expected to be deployed on the TYPHOON 
Class nuclear-powered ballistic missile submarines (SSBNs). [Deleted] is [deleted] 
proceeds at an uneven pace. Given the recent Yeltsin arms initiatives, this system 
would be a likely candidate for [deleted]. 

A solid-propellant SLBM, which is an [deleted] may be deployed on a new SSBN 
after 2000. [Deleted] is not expected to begin [deleted]. 

Ballistic Missiles as Space Launch Vehicles. Former Soviet defense industries 
appear to be pursuing space launch vehicle applications for many existing types of 
strategic ballistic missiles. The former Soviet Union has offered a number of SLBMs 
and ICBMs for commercial space purposes. To date, only the [deleted] role. Thus far, 
the [deleted] has not been offered on the commercial market, suggesting its use for a 
[deleted]. These pursuits are in part aimed at preserving the industrial, technical, 
and financial base for future booster developments. 

DEEP UNDERGROUND CONSTRUCTION 

Senator WARNER. General Clapper, in your prepared testimony you implied that 
Soviet deep underground leadership construction is continuing. Is it, in fact, true 
tha t they are continuing to invest precious resources in deep underground nuclear 
warfighting shelters? This seems like a contradiction to invest in such shelters at a 
t ime of improved relations, and given the housing shortages that exist for the Rus­
sian military, does it not? 

General CLAPPER. Yes, construction is continuing on deep underground leadership 
command posts in the former Soviet Union. For more that 40 years the former 
Soviet Union had a multifaceted program to ensure leadership continuity in war­
time. This program, actively pursued under former President Gorbachev, included 
the construction of deep underground (most at a depth of 50 to 100 meters or more) 
command posts, near-surface bunkers, tunnels, and secret subway lines. 

The ongoing construction effort includes expanding and deepening the most im­
portant leadership command posts in the Moscow area, as well as creating new fa­
cilities in the Ural Mountains. And, yes, the level of construction activity and ex­
penditures at these sites are at odds with general trends to downsize forces and 
limit expenditures. We will have to closely monitor this very costly construction to 
determine whether the new government is committed to this longstanding program 
to ensure leadership survivability. We will continue to be attentive to other develop­
ments in the wartime leadership continuity program. 

[Deleted] strongly suggests that work is continuing on some of the most important 
deep underground projects in the former Soviet Union. These facilities are located 
in the Moscow area as well as in the Ural Mountains. For example, [deleted] indi­
cates that [deleted] located south of Moscow. This facility is one of the most exten­
sive and survivable sites in the former Soviet Union, is already hundreds of meters 
deep, can hold an estimated 10,000 officials. [Deleted.] 

Construction is also ongoing at the deepest known underground project in the 
former Soviet Union. This facility [deleted]. Construction is also continuing on sever­
al other major deep underground projects within the territory of the Russian Feder­
ation. It is too early to conclude whether or not the new Russian Government is 
committed to this longstanding program to ensure leadership survivability. But, yes, 
the high level of construction activity and expenditures at these sites are at odds 
with general trends to downsize forces and limit expenditures. 

STATUS OF THEIR NUCLEAR WEAPONS COMPLEX 

Senator WARNER. General Clapper and Mr. Gates, how large is the Russian nucle­
ar weapons complex? 

Mr. GATES. There are [deleted] main facilities comprising the Russian nuclear 
weapons infrastructure. These are engaged in either R&D, weapons assembly/disas­
sembly, materials production, or component manufacturing. Additional facilities 
make other weapons materials and components. [Deleted.] 

General CLAPPER. The Russian nuclear complex is significantly larger than the 
U.S. nuclear weapons complex, and employs almost 1 million people. 

Senator WARNER. How many production and dismantlement facilities exist, and 
where are they located? 

General CLAPPER. There are three. A very large plant at Nizhnyaya Tura in the 
Urals, north of Sverdlovsk (now Yekaterinburg), a much smaller facility at Yuryu-
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zan southwest of Sverdlovsk and a small component fabrication and assembly plant 
at Penza, southeast of Gorkiy (now Nizhni Novgorod). 

Senator WARNER. Are the Russians still producing weapons-grade plutonium, and 
are they still producing new warheads for newly produced ballistic missiles? 

General CLAPPER. While the Russians have shutdown seven plutonium production 
reactors, five or six reactors dedicated to plutonium production are still operating. 
We do not know if the Russians are producing new warheads for newly produced 
ballistic missiles; such production would be very difficult to detect. 

DIVERTING RESOURCES FOR DISMANTLING NUCLEAR WARHEADS 

Senator WARNER. Mr. Gates and General Clapper, Congress recently passed legis­
lation that would allow the President to provide the former Soviet Republics with 
up to $400 million in aid for the purpose of nuclear warhead dismantlement and 
other weapons of mass destruction. In order to release that aid, however, the Presi­
dent must certify, among other things, that they are: "making a substantial invest­
ment of its resources for dismantling or destroying such weapons; forgoing any mili­
tary modernization program that exceeds legitimate defense requirements and for­
going the replacement of destroyed weapons of mass destruction; and complying 
with all relevant arms control agreements." Can you tell us whether these three 
conditions can be certified? 

Mr. GATES. Certification of these conditions are primarily political judgments 
which the President will have to make rather than the Intelligence Community. 
While the Community will certainly contribute its best understanding of the activi­
ties relevant to these judgments, it could not, for example, speak to the compliance 
or non-compliance with arms control agreements. 

[Deleted.] 
General CLAPPER. The Commonwealth of Independent States (CIS) continues to 

expend resources on the withdrawal and storage of tactical nuclear weapons from 
the non-Russian states. Specifically, reprocessing and long-term storage of nuclear 
material will be an extremely expensive undertaking. No information is available 
regarding actual weapon destruction or the level of investment that is required to 
dismantle or destroy CIS nuclear weapons. The "legitimate defense requirements" 
of the CIS cannot be determined. Indeed, the CIS has yet to outline its own future 
threat perceptions and defense requirements beyond establishing a unified strategic 
force. However, according to CIS agreements, all strategic forces will be eliminated 
from Ukraine and Belarus by 1994 and from Kazakhstan within the 7-year Strategic 
Arms Reduction Treaty (START) reduction period. In this context, continued deploy­
ment of strategic systems to these states appears to be an unnecessary expenditure 
of resources, but may be a result of long-term planning that has yet to be terminat­
ed. Programs announced as canceled include a modernized rail-mobile interconti­
nental ballistic missile (ICBM), a compact-size ICBM, a nuclear short-range air-to-
surface missile, long-range strategic nuclear sea-launched cruise missile (SLCM) pro­
duction, development of similar types of nuclear SLCMs, and two existing heavy 
bomber programs. Confirming the cancellation of any modernization or production 
program would take time and would vary depending on the type of system involved. 
The Intelligence Community cannot make judgments on compliance issues, but con­
tinues to participate in and fully support the conclusions in the President's reports 
on Soviet noncompliance with arms control agreements as these reports related to 
Intermediate-Range Nuclear Forces (INF), Strategic Arms Limitation Talks (SALT) 
I, and SALT II. 

DEFENSE CONVERSION 

Senator WARNER. General Clapper, in your prepared testimony you stated that 
"to date, we see little progress in the conversion of defense industry." Can you 
please give us a more detailed assessment of how much defense conversion has 
taken place? 

General CLAPPER. Despite significant cuts in weapon procurement of about 30 per­
cent from 1988 through 1991 according to Soviet claims, little physical conversion of 
weapon production lines to civilian manufacturing has taken place. Defense plants 
have increased their output of civilian goods, but this has taken place largely by 
shifting manpower and resources to existing civilian production lines and raising 
prices on civilian output. In addition, many defense plants have begun new civilian 
production using excess floor space, including new buildings originally intended for 
expanded military output. 

Confusion and contradiction still beset conversion efforts. The task may be easiest 
at historically dual-use facilities: shipyards, electronics plants, and aircraft produc-
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ers. Problems are compounded by economic disarray, the lack of guaranteed sup­
plies for civilian production, and continued conservative resistance to change in the 
defense industry. 

There is minimal evidence that plants in the former Soviet Union are actually 
retooling or scrapping military production lines. Rather, precoup plans and practice 
envisioned simply the slowing, idling, or mothballing of military production lines. 
This procedure has continued since the coup largely because little funding has been 
allocated for real conversion. In addition, much of the conservative management 
organs of the military-industrial complex that impeded conversion in the past have 
been taken over by Russia. Despite press statements about the demise of the all-
union defense-industrial ministries, these bureaucratic structures have reconstituted 
themselves as "corporations" and "concerns." 

Through January and early February 1992, Russian officials involved with conver­
sion continued to criticize the lack of real conversion taking place in Russia. Fund­
ing for conversion exists in the 1992 Russian budget, but this money appears largely 
geared toward maintaining wages and employment at defense plants as deep cuts in 
weapon procurement are instituted. Funding for retooling defense plants to civilian 
output appears designed to come from off-budget funds (such as a special tax on de­
fense plant output and arms sales) and from hoped-for Western investment and as­
sistance. The viability of such funding sources remains in doubt. 

CONTINUED EFFECTIVENESS OF SANCTIONS ON IRAQI 

Senator WARNER. While Operation Desert Storm was successful in liberating 
Kuwait from Iraqi occupation, evidence uncovered by the International Atomic 
Energy Commission and the United Nations Special Commission during 25 inspec­
tion missions in Iraq confirms that Iraqi special weapons programs had progressed 
much farther than previously estimated and that these programs could be reconsti­
tuted very quickly in the absence of continued international sanctions and inspec­
tions. You state that the biological and chemical weapons programs could return to 
production "in a matter of weeks" or sooner, while the nuclear weapons production 
program is likely to require a few years to become operational. 

Would you please comment on the effectiveness of the continued international 
trade and economic sanctions against Iraq, since the continuation of these sanctions 
is vital to controlling Iraqi special weapons programs? 

Mr. GATES. International compliance with the sanctions regime imposed against 
Iraq remains strong, preventing a return to normalcy let alone reconstruction. Iraq 
survives by the continued drawing down of internal stocks and severe domestic belt-
tightening with those elements on whom Saddam depends relieved of the worst 
hardships. 

[Deleted.] We hope that the inspection and destruction activities of the U.N. Spe­
cial Commission will make it necessary for Iraq to reestablish that infrastructure 
with little or nothing left over from the pre-war program to make the job easier. 
The technical know-how will remain in Iraq, but it should take several years to 
produce the equipment that in turn produces fissile material, especially without for­
eign supplies or assistance. 

Continued inspections will keep the Scud missiles Iraq has retained from being 
overtly deployed; sanctions will delay reestablishment of Scud production, and will 
greatly inhibit development of the Iraqi version of the solid-fueled Condor II missile. 

General CLAPPER. Trade and economic sanctions have been successful in virtually 
eliminating all of Iraq's export income. Precise data are unavailable, but imports 
have probably been reduced to below 50 percent of the pre-Desert Shield level. Of 
these imports, it is assessed that only about 20 percent would be considered illegal 
under the sanctions regime. Iraq is not known to have imported any military equip­
ment since Desert Shield. 

Iraqis certainly have less food, perhaps one-third less, but they remain better fed 
than most of the people living in the world's poorer nations. In general, while Iraqis 
certainly feel the relative loss in food variety and consumption, they are not starv­
ing. The Sunni heartland, President Saddam Hussein's political base, is experienc­
ing some hardships. However, the Kurds in the north are experiencing the brunt of 
these hardships. 

Iraq has succeeded in rebuilding or repairing a significant amount of its high-pri­
ority industrial sectors and infrastructure—at least enough to provide essential 
levels of food and transportation, electrical, refining, and telecommunications serv­
ices. Supplies of clean water and medical services are scarce, and most civilian in­
dustries are probably operating at reduced capacity, if at all. Iraq has made these 
improvements by using available domestic stockpiles of parts, equipment, and con-
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strurtion material: cannibalizing damaged equipment and farilitira; and by import­
ing goads, It is assessed that imports probably account for the i»«H««» percentage of 
the three. Some of these imports hare been approved by the U.N. Sanctions Corn-

Many of Iraq's repairs are improvised and bring the risk of temporary shutdowns 
or puma outages. As «!••••»«ti«* stocks dwindle and «•»-•»»««»"««"•» progresses, Iraq 
will be less able to maintain systems that are currently lariating 

Iraq's private sector has been a critical source of funding needed to import goods 
to Iraq. As Iraqis draw down this resource, the government will bare leas money to 
<"»»m» imports. Moreover, Letters of Credit wfll be harder to obtain. There are no 
iiahratinns that large amounts of froaen funds will soon be made available to Iraq 

OOVOVTJfKNTS DC N O N - r n O U r S B A I f O K w a » — 

' Wasam. In view of the discoveiy of an extensile norlear weapons devel-
: and prodnction program in Iraq, a nation which had signed the Non-Prolif-
i Treaty (NPT* and agieed to inspections of its nuclear farffities by the Inter-
" Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA*, it is clear that iiBqrrtiiais under the NPT 

were not effectiie in preventing the development of a covert Iraqi nuclear weapons 
program. I understand that you have directed increased nauuices toward the goal 
of improving cooperative efforts to control weapons and related technology prolifera­
tion. Would you plrnnf share your preliminary suggestions for improvements in en­
forcement of nonprotiferation regimes, such as the IAEA inspection regime, in order 
to prevent future covert weapons programs such as that discovered in Iraq? 

Mr. GATSS. We have fwninitteil increased intelligence resources to the prolifera­
tion imlifciii particularly in the establishment of a new Non-Proliferation Center. 
This is not only the commitment of more people, but the implementation of ideas 
and enhancement of technologies to refine and expand our intelligence capabilities. 

The role of the Intelligence Community in improving nonprotiferation regimes is 
largely that of alerting policymakers to the existence of new programs or advances 
in fsrshhshrrl programs in special weapons areas. However, in the collective sense 
we obstiie what works and what doesn't, as in the case of Iraq and the NPT, and 
bring that to the attention of the policymaker as welL 

[Deleted.] 
General CLAFFSX. We suggest the inspectors should make nnanni winced visits to 

nnrlear facilities, he allowed to inspect suspect nuclear farititim that have not been 
declared as being nuclear by the host country, and also that cuunUius should not be 
allowed to withdraw from the NPT with leas than one year's notice. 

XOBTH K O U A X NVCLSAS WEAPONS PSOGBAM 

Senator WAKKBJL Although North Korea recently agreed to allow IAEA inspec­
tions in accordance with the nuclear NPT. many doubt that the North Koreans will 
completely abandon their nuclear weapons program. Do we have any evidence that 
North Korea has reduced its nuclear weapons activities in recent weeks? If North 
Korea continues in its efforts to acquire a nuclear weapons capability, when do you 
anticipate that it will ponsm. such weapons? 

Mr. GATSS. Activities at Tangbyon. the nuclear center of concern, have continued 
in recent weeks, giving no sign that tile program is to be abandoned. [Deleted.] 

General CLAPPSX. North Korean nuclear activities are continuing. [Deleted] the 
activity at Tongbyon has increased. [Deleted] the steam plant have [deleted]. This 
activity could be a prelude to operation [deleted] continued interest in nuclear weap­
ons «i«*»i**T"*̂ *t 

[Deleted] which will allow them to separate plutonium from spent fueL Once the 
plutomium is available. North Korea could have a deployed waihrad [deleted]. We 
cannot rule out [deleted] that they may already be fabricating their first nuclear 
warhead. 

IKAXIAX A I M S BCILDCP 

Senator W u x n . There have been disturbing reports in the press in recent weeks 
concerning Iranian acquisition of a wide range of weapons from sources around the 
world—most notably. China and Russia. Could you comment on these reports? 

In your opinion, how long will it be before Iran is able to rebuild its military to 
the point where it will represent a serious military threat to the Persian Gulf 

Mr. GATE. [Deleted.] 



Regarding the second part of your question, the Iranian military remains organi­
zationally weak and poorly equipped. Efforts to rearm and reconstitute the force are 
proceeding slowly. [Deleted.] 

General CLAPPER. Most of the recent press reports on Iranian weapon acquisitions 
have been generally correct; however, some of the specifics reported on the values of 
weapon purchases and negotiations and equipment types and numbers have been 
incorrect or overstated. Given the highly competitive nature of the shrinking inter­
national arms market, many nations are willing and eager to sell military equip­
ment to Iran, and Iran is taking full advantage of the situation. 

In 1990, the former Soviet Union delivered military equipment to Iran valued at 
less than $1 billion, and deliveries in 1991 were slightly more than $1 billion. The 
most significant deliveries were advanced fighter aircraft, and shipments are expect­
ed to continue in 1992. Based on existing contracts, deliveries in 1992 are expected 
to reach $1 billion, and negotiations between Iran and Russia for additional equip­
ment continue. 

China continues to supply Iran with significant amounts of military materiel, in­
cluding fighter aircraft. Tehran has also negotiated for ballistic missiles from Beij­
ing as well as Pyongyang. Iran is also looking to East European nations for large 
amounts of military equipment. 

In addition to purchasing major military end-items, Iran has been aggressively 
seeking the transfer of military production technology through coproduction or li­
censed-assemble/production agreements. Tehran wants to become self-sufficient in 
defense production and has been actively improving its military production capabil­
ity. 

Senator WARNER. In your opinion, how long will it be before Iran is able to re­
build its military to the point where it will represent a serious military threat to 
the Persian Gulf region? 

General CLAPPER. Iranian ground forces will grow, with significant offensive 
ground capabilities being reached within the next 5 years. Iran's air and naval capa­
bilities are limited by supply and maintenance shortfalls, but are also expected to 
grow over the decade. Iraqi-Iranian relations will remain strained, creating poten­
tial for renewed conflict by the end of this century. Enmity between these two 
major Gulf countries will continue, motivating Iranian leadership to pursue major 
military force rebuilding and development. 

WHO'S IN CHARGE OF THE CIS MILITARY? 

Senator WARNER. Mr. Gates, during the recent all-military conference in Moscow 
last week, the 5,000 military officers in attendance overwhelmingly supported the 
maintenance of a unified army as opposed to the union army of independent states. 
It is my understanding that Mr. Yeltsin supported the concept of a unified army. In 
your judgment, can there be a unified ground forces army without Ukraine? Is the 
influence of the army growing with Mr. Yeltsin? And finally, what do you think will 
happen during the follow-on meeting in Minsk on February 14? 

Mr. GATES. The former Soviet military is disintegrating. The concept of a unified 
military exists only for the strategic nuclear forces. Regarding the ground forces, 
the republics will create their own armies from the former Soviet forces on their 
territories. This process is already underway in Ukraine, Uzbekistan, Byelarus, 
Azerbaijan, Georgia, the Baltics, and perhaps Russia. It has already eliminated the 
prospects for unified armed forces. Over the longer term, only Russia and Ukraine 
are likely to emerge with conventional military forces that give them status as Eu­
ropean powers. 

Establishing a successor to the Soviet military framework will be highly conten­
tious and complicated. Negotiations will continue to be dominated by the disagree­
ments between Russia and Ukraine over distribution of military assets. Pressures 
from the military are perhaps greatest on Yeltsin, especially in the short term. His 
ability to take measures to alleviate serious shortfalls in housing and subsistence for 
the officers' families is limited by Russia's serious economic difficulties. The meeting 
in Minsk almost certainly will be a highly contentious affair that will likely do little 
to resolve the dispute between Russia and the other republics over the disposition of 
military resources. Although the republics have agreed in principle to a division of 
assets, they remain deeply divided over the details. 

STRATEGIC ROCKET FORCE MISSILE TESTS 

Senator WARNER. Mr. Gates, has there been a reduction in Russian strategic force 
missile tests and exercises during 1991 compared to 1990 or 1989? Has there been a 
significant reduction since the coup of August 1991? If not, what do you see as the 
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primary reason for their ability to continue such testing, given their severe econom­
ic problems? 

Mr. GATES. Overall, the [deleted] ICBM and SLBM launches in 1991 were fewer 
than in previous years, continuing a downward trend that began in 1988. [Deleted.] 

RECENT EVANS AND NOVAK PIECE 

Senator WARNER. Mr. Gates, in a recent op-ed piece in the Washington Post, 
Evans and Novak assert tha t the former Soviet Union launched an SS-19 from Ka­
zakhstan on December 20, and that this was a violation of the START Treaty. Can 
you tell us whether the article has any validity? 

Mr. GATES. [Deleted.] 
Senator WARNER. Do you know who ordered the test launch? 
Mr. GATES. We do not know precisely who ordered the launch, [deleted]. 
Senator WARNER. DO many ICBM test launches occur in Kazakhstan, and a t what 

facility do such launches take place? 
Mr. GATES. [Deleted.] 
Senator WARNER. Finally, were Kazakh leaders consulted on the test launch? 
Mr. GATES. [Deleted.] 

PACE OF SOVIET MODERNIZATION 

Senator WARNER. Mr. Gates, in your prepared testimony you state that "The ca­
pabilities of the [Russian] strategic forces are being significantly reduced. Modern­
ization programs are likely to be delayed or abandoned, and training will be cut 
back." On what basis do you make that judgment? Can you tell us what evidence 
there is to reach such a judgment? 

Mr. GATES. [Deleted.] 
Senator WARNER. Mr. Gates, in your statement, you predict that "(Former Soviet 

strategic) modernization programs are likely to be delayed or abandoned, and train­
ing will be cut back." What evidence do you have that cutbacks in any former 
Soviet strategic programs have been implemented? 

Mr. GATES. [Deleted.] 

STATUS OF THEIR (SOVIET) BIOLOGICAL WEAPONS PROGRAM 

Senator WARNER. Mr. Gates, during a recent congressional tr ip to the former 
Soviet Union, we met with former Deputy Foreign Minister Obukhov. When asked 
about Soviet violations of the 1972 Biological Warfare Convention, he stated that 
they are not in violation of that agreement and that a group of British and Ameri­
can officials visited their facilities to alleviate our concerns. Has the United States 
changed its judgment based on our visit to their facilities, or are they still consid­
ered in violation of the convention, which is supposed to prohibit the development 
and production of these horrible weapons of mass destruction? 

Mr. GATES. The United States has stated in the President's Compliance Report 
that the U.S.S.R. was in violation of the Biological Weapons Convention as evi­
denced by the accident at Sverdlovsk in 1979 when anthrax bacteria were released 
into the environment. This incident has been explored in recent years by investiga­
tive reporters who have identified a military BW facility as its source. 

During Yeltsin's visit to the United States, the Washington Post quoted a senior 
advisor present at the Camp David meeting, Dmitri Volkogonov, as saying that 
Yeltsin had pledged to halt Russian research into biological weapons. Yeltsin had 
stated that from 1992 forward no military budget allocations would be given to that 
program. The statement further implied that past military efforts had gone beyond 
the line set by international treaties. 

[Deleted.] 

PROLIFERATION OF SOVIET TECHNOLOGY AND ARMS 

Senator WARNER. Mr. Gates, in your statement, you refer to the proliferation of 
Soviet weapons and technology as "the most dangerous external effect of the Soviet 
break-up." This is an issue of great concern, particularly in the Middle East, as nu­
merous press articles have reported efforts by Iran to employ former Soviet scien­
tists and technical experts, as well as to purchase former Soviet arms and equip­
ment. What evidence have you seen of the acquisition of Soviet (special weapons) or 
expertise by Iran? What evidence do you have of similar transfers to other Third 
World countries? 

Mr. GATES. Iranian missile developers did claim to their North K o r e a n collabora­
tors tha t the Russians had contracted to provide Scud engine parts. [Deleted.] 
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LONG-TERM PROSPECTS FOR N E W CIS GOVERNMENTS 

Senator WARNER. Mr. Gates, you state that "the threat to the United States of 
deliberate attack from [the former Soviet Union] has all but disappeared for the 
foreseeable future." Yet, you also caution that a new military threat could ree-
merge from the region," controlling a formidable arsenal of nuclear weapons, if the 
democratic forces in the new Commonwealth of Independent States do not prevail. 
Please give us your assessment of the long-term prospects for success of the new CIS 
in view of the recent reports of dissatisfaction among the military leadership of the 
former Soviet Union and the likelihood of severe reductions in defense spending in 
the CIS. 

Mr. GATES. [Deleted.] 

2 0 STATES ACQUIRING WEAPONS OP MASS DESTRUCTION 

Senator WARNER. Mr. Gates, you state that "Over 20 states have or are acquiring 
weapons of mass destruction." Would you please provide the names of these coun­
tries and the status of their programs to develop nuclear, biological, and chemical 
weapons and related delivery systems? 

Mr. GATES. In general proliferation problems tend to be regional ones, with the 
Middle East the area of greatest concern. Iraq, Iran and Libya have across-the-board 
special weapons programs, while Syria for example is just beginning to probe in the 
nuclear area. Other countries such as Israel, Saudi Arabia, and Egypt have built or 
bought special weapons for defense or deterrence. We hope in the future to be able 
to point to Algeria as a country that is participating in the deescalation of special 
weapons arms races in the Middle East. 

In South Asia the arms race between India and Pakistan continues unabated, de­
spite the initiation of talks to build confidence and prevent especially a nuclear 
weapons exchange. 

In East Asia the North Korean nuclear program remains of greatest concern. 
However, North and South Korea are continuing to work towards establishment of 
a nuclear-free peninsula. China has signed the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty 
which will place it under obligation to safeguard relevant nuclear technologies it 
provides to other countries. 

The over 20 countries referred to as having or acquiring weapons of mass destruc­
tion are: [deleted]. 

IRAQI ASSISTANCE TO ALGERIAN NUCLEAR WEAPONS PROGRAM 

Senator WARNER. Mr. Gates, in early January, several London newspapers report­
ed that, prior to Operation Desert Storm, Iraq provided to Algeria approximately 10 
tons of enriched uranium as well as a number of technicians to assist in the devel­
opment of an Algerian nuclear weapons program. Do you have any knowledge of or 
evidence of this alleged assistance or the press reports? 

Mr. GATES. [Deleted.] 

SOVIET ASSISTANCE TO SYRIA 

Senator WARNER. Mr. Gates, do you have any evidence that technicians from the 
former Soviet Union have been or are continuing to assist Syria in developing im­
provements to Syrian Scud missiles which would allow the missiles to defeat Patriot 
missile defenses? 

Mr. GATES. [Deleted.] 

QUESTIONS SUBMITTED BY SENATOR STROM THURMOND 

BRAIN DRAIN OF SOVIET NUCLEAR WEAPONS EXPERTS 

Senator THURMOND. Mr. Gates and General Clapper, during a recent Congression­
al trip to the former Soviet Union, we asked numerous officials whether there was 
or could be a so called "brain-drain" of Soviet scientists or engineers to dictator re­
gimes in the Middle East, for example. They asserted, many in strong terms, that 
such a prospect was unlikely. Do you agree with their assessment? Do you have any 
evidence to the contrary? 

Mr. GATES. [Deleted.] The steps being taken by the Russian Government and those 
under discussion in the U.S. Government should assist in keeping the expertise out 
of the wrong hands. However, this problem will require frequent reevaluation to 
ensure that additional measures are not required. 

[Deleted.] 

53-230 - 9 2 - 3 
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General CLAPPER. NO, we do not concur with the Former Soviet Union (FSU) offi­
cials that a "brain drain" of FSU scientists and engineers is highly unlikely. While 
the independent republics have taken steps to curb the emigration of key nuclear 
scientists and engineers, the general fragmentation of the FSU emigration system, 
coupled with the large number of citizens who desire to come to the West, continue 
to place a strain on the previous and newly established control systems. Well over a 
quarter million FSU citizens are likely to emigrate to the West each year; a number 
possessing some form of scientific, engineering, or technical skill. While we have not 
yet seen any Third World nation of concern attract FSU scientists or engineers with 
experience in weapons of mass destruction, the potential for such to happen is 
highly likely. 

We have no evidence that any FSU scientists or engineers have emigrated to dic­
tator regimes in the Middle East. While Libya and Iran, for example, continue to 
offer lucrative salaries for attracting FSU scientists and engineers, especially those 
in the areas of weapons of mass destruction, we have no evidence personnel have 
emigrated. In fact, the newly established emigration controls within the republics 
appear to have had some effect in stemming any possible flow of key FSU scientific 
personnel. Alternatively, the potential for some FSU scientists and engineers to use 
emigration to a Western nation as a stepping stone to a Middle Eastern nation con­
tinues to exist. Key FSU scientists and engineers have emigrated to both Israel and 
Brazil. 

CHELYABINSK 6 5 

Senator THURMOND. General Clapper and Mr. Gates, during our recent trip to the 
former Soviet Union, we were allowed to visit a so-called secret city called Chelya­
binsk 65. We were told that Chelyabinsk 65 used to produce nuclear weapons and is 
now gearing up to dismantle nuclear warheads and reprocess nuclear weapons ma­
terials for civilian power reactor fuel. As part of this effort, we were allowed to tour 
a half-completed facility that allegedly was designed for reprocessing nuclear weap­
ons material. They asserted that once the material was reprocessed to civilian reac­
tor fuel, it could never be used for weapons purposes. From a technical standpoint, 
is this correct? 

Mr. GATES. NO, before the fuel is used in a reactor, the weapons-grade plutonium 
could be recovered, with somewhat less difficulty than reprocessing spent reactor 
fuel to recover plutonium. As the fuel is burned in a reactor, the plutonium de­
grades from weapons-grade to reactor-grade within a matter of months which great­
ly diminishes the proliferation problem. 

The Chelyabinsk-65 civilian reactor fuel facility, if completed, would make mixed-
oxide (MOX—depleted or natural uranium oxide and plutonium oxide) fuel pellets. 
These pellets would be packed into a fuel pin—pellets stacked inside a metal tube 
sealed on both ends. The fuel pins are bundled together into a fuel assembly—the 
form that fuel is in when shipped to and loaded into a civilian power reactor. 

Recovering weapons-grade plutonium from the fresh MOX fuel assembly would be 
quite similar to but somewhat less difficult than reprocessing spent fuel to recover 
plutonium. Only minimal personnel radiation shielding would be necessary since 
the fresh MOX fuel would not be highly radioactive. First the fuel assembly would 
have to be sheared open with a fuel chopper. Then the plutonium-uranium oxide 
could be dissolved in a nitric/hydrofluoric acid solution. A solvent extraction proc­
ess, probably using tri-butyl phosphate (TBP), would allow plutonium to be separat­
ed from the uranium. Separated plutonium could relatively easily be converted into 
metal for subsequent fabrication into weapons components. 

The Chelyabinsk-65 MOX fuel plant could also use a blend of reactor-grade pluto­
nium—Chelyabinsk-65 has recovered about 25 tons of this material—and weapons-
grade plutonium such that the resulting plutonium would no longer be weapons-
grade. The degraded plutonium obtained by blending could be used in MOX fuel to 
greatly diminish the proliferation concern. 

General CLAPPER. From a technical standpoint, no. The partially completed facili­
ty that you visited at Chelyabinsk 65 (also referred to as Kyshtym and the Mayak 
Chemical Combine) is a large mixed (uranium and plutonium) oxide fuel facility for 
the manufacture of power reactor fuel containing plutonium. If weapons-grade plu­
tonium was used to fabricate the fuel, the plutonium could be readily separated. 
However, if the weapons-grade plutonium was first mixed with reactor-grade pluto­
nium, it would be difficult and expensive, but not impossible, to separate the weap­
ons-grade plutonium. Once either type of mixed oxide fuel was irradiated in a power 
reactor it would have to be reprocessed to extract the resultant reactor-grade pluto­
nium. 
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DISMANTLEMENT OF SOVIET NUCLEAR WARHEADS 

Senator THURMOND. During a recent trip to the former Soviet Union, high-level 
officials with the Ministry of Atomic Power and Industry or MAPI, informed us that ; 
the Russians dismantle more than 1,000 nuclear warheads per year, and have been 
dismantling such a number since 1985. Altogether, the Soviets may have dismantled 
some 10,000 warheads. MAPI officials also informed us that they do not need any 
technical help or expertise to dismantle nuclear weapons. Does your assessment cor­
respond to these assertions? 

Mr. GATES. Our only direct information on Russian dismantlement capacity has 
come from diplomatic exchanges. During these conversations, Russian officials have 
stated capacity ranges of "somewhat less than 1,500" to approximately 4,000 war­
heads per year. [Deleted.] 

REDUCTIONS IN RUSSIAN MILITARY SPENDING 

Senator THURMOND. Mr. Gates, we were told by Russian officials during a recent 
congressional trip to the former Soviet Union that Yeltsin will not be able to signifi­
cantly reduce military spending because he would risk losing the support of the 
military which, in turn, could result in another coup of some sort. Does this corre­
spond to your assessment of the situation? 

Mr. GATES. The military is already faced with fragmentation and disintegration 
caused by the economic crisis, the collapse of central authority, and the growth of 
nationalism. It will have fewer resources to deal with mounting shortages in coming 
months. Aside from an unlikely attempt at a military coup in Moscow or Kiev, such 
conditions could well lead to rogue behavior by some military units to deal with 
their immediate problems. Should Yeltsin fail to control this behavior, it could pose 
a more direct threat to his government. 

Over the long term, we believe the military's political influence will continue to 
decline as forces and spending are reduced. However, these trends in the short term 
will pose risks for the Russian leadership in that the officer corps is increasingly 
frustrated over its economic plight, primarily in terms of inadequate housing and 
pay. Yeltsin is taking steps to satisfy the military's public calls for better pay and 
housing, but his ability to do so is limited by Russia's serious economic difficulties. 

QUESTIONS SUBMITTED BY SENATOR JOHN MCCAIN 

THREATS TO U.S. SECURITY INTERESTS 

Senator MCCAIN. We are going to hear a great deal about peace dividends and 
cuts in defense spending this year, and the argument is going to be made that we no 
longer face a major threat. What are the major risks or possible threats that you see 
in the future as the key contingencies to be considered in shaping our future force 
levels? 

Mr. GATES. I would group the current risks or threats to U.S. interests into two 
areas: the first is the general problem of weapons and technology proliferation 
around the world, and the second would be a list of regional concerns any one of 
which could develop into a major policy crisis for us. This last includes the problems 
associated with the disintegrating Soviet empire. First, proliferation: 

— The accelerating proliferation of nuclear, biological, and chemical weapons, 
and associated technologies both for weaponizing and delivery systems, is probably 
of the gravest concern in the long run. The more countries that possess such weap­
ons or capability to manufacture them—even if for deterrent purposes—the greater 
the possibility that such weapons will be used. Only Soviet and Chinese missiles 
now threaten U.S. territory, and we do not expect any increased risk from the spe­
cial weapons of other countries in a conventional military sense for at least another 
decade. In contrast, the threat to Europe, the Middle East, and Asia is growing. 

— U.S. or allied forces deployed abroad could face an increased threat of air-deliv­
ered nuclear weapons before the end of the decade. Some inaccurate but serviceable 
ballistic missiles with nuclear warheads are likely to be fielded by a number of 
counties in coming years. Several countries possess missiles and rockets that could 
carry nuclear warheads. If any of those countries could obtain a few nuclear war­
heads, it would instantly become a nuclear power. 

— Most countries in the Middle East have chemical weapon development pro­
grams, and some already have stockpiles suitable for employment against civilians 
or poorly defended military targets. Currently, their delivery systems are rudimen-
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tary, but over the next decade, we expect chemical-tipped mobile short-range mis­
siles to become widespread from North Africa through South Asia. 

— China and North Korea may sell other countries longer-range missiles or the 
technology to produce them. Acquisition of such missiles by countries that have spe­
cial weapons would expand and accelerate the special weapons arms race that is al­
ready under way in the Middle East and South Asia. 

— We are watching the republics of the former Soviet Union to see if and how 
they enter the world weapons and technology market. Their need for hard currency 
may take precedence over proliferation concerns, particularly among republic and 
local governments with high concentrations of defense industry and little else that 
is marketable. 

— Of more immediate concern is the possibility that the Soviets will not be able 
to maintain adequate safeguards in the process of reducing and dismantling much 
of their arsenal of 30,000 nuclear weapons. We are now monitoring a large-scale 
effort by the nuclear republics to move tactical nuclear weapons back to Russia. 

Among the regional problems which are of concern to us is the emergence of re­
gional powers in place of the former Soviet Union. I contend that the emergence of 
stable, friendly, competent democracies in Russia, Ukraine, and other former Soviet 
republics is of vital importance to the interests of the United States, indeed, those of 
the whole world. 

— The newly sovereign republics vary in political complexion. None of them, 
either individually or collectively has the desire or ability to pose as great a threat 
to U.S. security as did the U.S.S.R. Nevertheless, the situation is dangerously unsta­
ble. All of the former Soviet republics face enormous economic, social, and political 
problems that will make the transition to democracy and a market economy diffi­
cult and potentially dangerous. The possibility cannot be ruled out that these cir­
cumstances could produce a return to authoritarian government—whether led by 
reformers or by nationalists driven by a xenophobic, atavistic vision of Russia. 

— The remaining force of strategic nuclear weapons in the former Soviet Union is 
a top intelligence priority. The new leadership of Russia, joined by that of other nu­
clear republics, has indicated a desire to cut these forces far below START levels. 
Even if only a diminished stock of strategic weapons eventually is retained in 
former Soviet territory, they would still be capable of devastating the United States 
and other countries. Therefore, as long as there is any possibility that the turmoil in 
the region could stimulate the emergence of a new, hostile regime, the remaining 
strategic weapons will be of concern. 

— Aside from the former Soviet forces, the most significant military forces which 
might threaten the United States belong to China and North Korea: 

— Only China has the capability to attack U.S. territory, though the North 
Koreans can bring formidable capabilities to bear on U.S. forces stationed in 
South Korea. China has deployed a small force of nuclear-tipped ICBMs, some 
of which are aimed at the United States. We believe they will deploy additional 
strategic and regional nuclear forces in the 1990s and a new, mobile ICBM will 
probably be fielded in the decade as well. 

— China may come to concern us for other reasons. They are making a major 
effort to modernize their armed forces building on the large-scale reorganization 
and down-sizing of their military in recent years. In large part we expect this 
effort will be accomplished by acquiring modern advanced technology weapons 
and expertise from whatever sources they can, including the former Soviet 
Union. Their focus will continue to be on aerospace and missile/rocket technolo­
gy. 

— North Korea has invested heavily in the military and depends on arms ex­
ports for much of its hard currency. They have a million-man army with about 
two-thirds of its ground combat forces deployed within 60 miles of the DMZ just 
north of Seoul. We worry about the consequences for stability in northeast Asia 
if North Korea acquires nuclear weapons. 

— The Middle East will remain an area of potential instability. Iraq will continue 
to draw our attention for at least the immediate future. Iran continues to be a po­
tential future regional adversary. Like China, Iran has embarked on an ambitious 
effort to develop its military and defense industries, including programs for weapons 
of mass destruction. Iran is looking for partners to provide weapons technology and 
expertise as well as missiles and nuclear technology. The Iranians are also looking 
to China and North Korea for missiles and nuclear-related technologies. Iran is also 
moving aggressively into former Soviet Central Asia to solidify relations with the 
newly-independent Central Asian republics. 

General CLAPPER. In reviewing the key contingencies that the United States and 
its allies will face in the future, several conflicts are likely to occur, or in fact are 
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already occurring, that might involve a future limited commitment of U.S. forces, 
including support to U.S. peacekeeping operations. There are also a few potential 
conflicts that are relatively less likely, but which would threaten vital U.S. interests 
and require a substantial commitment of U.S. forces. The most serious potential 
conflicts the United States confronts—North Korean attempt to unify the peninsula 
by force or a conflict among the major military powers in the Middle East/Persian 
Gulf region—will be influenced by perceptions of U.S. defense and foreign policy. 

A decline in the U.S. commitment to security in Northeast Asia or the Middle 
East, concomitant with a decline in U.S. capability to provide timely military sup­
port to regional allies, could inspire risk-taking on the part of regional states. How­
ever, even with steady, visible U.S. support, the potential for large-scale conflict re­
mains. 

A low- and medium-intensity conflict; i.e., insurgencies, terrorism and the virulent 
commerce of illegal narcotics, will remain largely immune to U.S. prevention or de­
terrence. The persistence of political, cultural, and economic disparities, both real 
and perceived, will continue to fuel conflict and unrest from which only the north­
ern hemisphere may largely be spared. These security challenges will require 
unique and specialized responses that will tax U.S. Armed Forces qualitatively 
rather than quantitatively. However, the reality will continue to exist that if limit­
ed, precise responses are not effective, larger measures to resolve incessant prob­
lems could be required. 

Senator MCCAIN. During Desert Storm, we saw three sets of problems emerge in 
the intelligence process. First, a failure to accurately estimate the size and readiness 
of Iraqi forces. Second, a shortage in some of the assets needed to support field com­
manders. And third, major problems in estimating damage and casualties. Could 
you describe what has been done in each area to correct these problems in the 
future? 

Mr. GATES. TO begin with, I would note that intelligence support to Operation 
Desert Shield/Desert Storm was very successful. Intelligence support to the war 
effort was characterized as outstanding. General Powell noted that never before had 
commanders in the field been so well served by their intelligence components. 

There was no failure to estimate the size and readiness of Iraqi forces. CIA and 
Intelligence Community estimates of Iraqi manpower at the start of the coalition air 
operations were supported by what the Iraqis told the Soviets at the time, about 
500,000. By the start of the ground campaign on February 24, the Community esti­
mated that attrition from the allied air operations and associated problems had re­
duced that by about one-third. Regarding readiness, after the air operations started 
and as intelligence agencies in Washington and in CENTCOM learned more about 
Iraqi forces occupying Kuwait from the increasing numbers of defectors and POWs, 
our estimates of their capabilities reflected the story of declining morale and crip­
pling problems with command and control and logistics. 

The exact nature of a "shortage in some of the assets needed to support field com­
manders" is unclear. There were some instances where the military intelligence 
services were unable to transmit certain classified data to all echelons of command 
because of shortcomings in the theater classified communications networks. CIN-
CENT and his component commanders were given the type and amount of intelli­
gence information they required to do the job. One of the great successes of this op­
eration was the capability, for the first time in warfare, to provide real-time or near 
real-time intelligence in such volume directly to field commanders. 

There is room for improvement in coordinating intelligence efforts with operation­
al commanders at all levels. In this regard, I directed a task force last December to 
look into the matter of improving CIA support to military commanders. As a result 
of that task force's recommendations I have directed implementation of a number of 
actions to insure better coordination of the intelligence support activities of CIA 
with military planning. DIA will continue to focus work within the Department of 
Defense to improve direct intelligence support to our Unified and Specified Com­
mands and their forces. 

The third part of your question addresses "major problems in estimating damage 
and casualties." Differences did evolve between elements of the Washington Intelli­
gence Community and CENTCOM intelligence regarding estimates of attrition of 
Iraqi material. Such differences in this case, as in past wars, resulted from different 
analytical methodologies and information. Once the magnitude of the differences 
became apparent CENTCOM analysts reviewed their methodologies and made ap­
propriate adjustments. Led by DIA, the Intelligence Community is conducting an in-
depth review of the BDA issue to develop better methodologies for use in future con­
flicts. 
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of such devices, delivery systems, and C 3 I/BM systems? When will improved re­
porting be available to Congress? 

Mr. GATES. One of the lessons of Iraq is that each country pursues a unique com­
bination of initiatives—within the bounds of technology and resource availability— 
towards country-specific, strategic-force goals. [Deleted.] 

Collection priorities are not a problem; what we most need to know are the prior­
ities of these countries' military and technological decisionmakers, and what their 
capabilities are to weaponize, deploy, deliver, and control what the they have. [De­
leted.] 

General CLAPPER. We have a widely based program to assess the proliferation of 
weapons of mass destruction and their delivery means. DIA and other GDIP ele­
ments have implemented a wide range of initiatives to improve our intelligence pos­
ture relative to high priority proliferation issues. In addition, DIA is committed to 
work in unison with the DCI's Non-Proliferation Center and other Intelligence Com­
munity committees and activities dealing with proliferation. Increases in Intelli­
gence Community analytical reporting should be evident later this calendar year. 

Senator MCCAIN. What is being done to improve the analysis of the transfer of 
conventional weapons and dual use technology to developing countries? What is 
being done to identify the specific firms and countries providing such transfers, and 
improve our understanding of the ability of Third World nations to use such trans­
fers effectively? 

Mr. GATES. DIA'S analysis of conventional weapons transfers is first-rate and 
needs no improvement; CIA is continuing to improve its analysis of these transac­
tions' economic dimensions—including the impact on the exporter's defense indus­
trial sector and the importer's defense budget. [Deleted.] 

General CLAPPER. The increased complexity of the expanded analysis problem of 
transfers of arms and technology to developing and third world countries is being 
actively addressed by several means through both the collection and analysis phases 
in intelligence production. Improvement in the analysis of such transfers is being 
accomplished through the increased use of automation to develop data bases to 
track and correlate the voluminous information from many sources. This includes 
expanded use of open sources (unclassified) of information. Analyst training is being 
reoriented from a bipolar world environment to multinational concerns and issues. 

Senator MCCAIN. What is being done to identify the specific firms and countries 
providing such transfers, and improve other understanding of the ability of Third 
World nations to use such transfers effectively. 

General CLAPPER. The various intelligence collection plans on technology transfer 
have been modified to ensure inclusion of monitoring of firms in developing and 
Third World countries. Increased coordination with U.S. Customs and Department 
of Commerce Enforcement personnel will add to the data base of specific foreign 
firms involved in the transfers of sensitive technology. The DOD S&TI production 
centers are beginning to produce a new series of studies on the weapons acquisition 
strategies of selected developing and Third World countries. These studies will ex­
amine the weapons acquisition goals of the countries and their indigenous capability 
to produce the weapons. Also planned are studies on the programs of such countries 
to acquire the weapons or technology from foreign sources for direct use or assimila­
tion into their technology base. 

Senator MCCAIN. What is your current assessment of the role the PRC, North 
Korea, and Pakistan are playing in transferring missile or weapons of mass destruc­
tion technology? What is your assessment of the role of firms in major European 
countries, specifically Germany, France, Italy, and the United Kingdom? 

Mr. GATES. [Deleted.] 
General CLAPPER. China and North Korea are playing major roles in transferring 

missiles and technology to Third World nations. Pakistan's role as a proliferant is 
not as well established. China delivered the CSS-2 intermediate-range ballistic mis­
sile to Saudi Arabia, and North Korea has exported its SCUD B short-range ballistic 
missiles. Deliveries of Chinese ballistic missiles to Pakistan, Iran, and Syria cannot 
be confirmed. Pakistan remains very active in its pursuit of weapons of mass de­
struction. Strong evidence linking Pakistan's nuclear program to nuclear weaponi-
zation caused the discontinuation of financial and military aid from the United 
States. In February 1991, the United States protested China s plans to deliver M-ll 
missiles to Pakistan. China deferred, if not terminated, its delivery of M-ll missiles 
to Pakistan after realizing its most favored nation status would be suspended. By 
maintaining their close relationship with Islamabad, the Chinese may avoid U.S. re­
strictions while playing a prominent role in guiding Pakistan's missile technology 
acquisition efforts against prominent Western countries. Overall, there may be a 
trend toward supplying missile technology over finished missiles to the Third World. 
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Technological assistance is more difficult to detect and easier to deny to the interna­
tional community because much of the technology also has benign applications in 
civil projects. 

Both the British and the French provide significant levels of military assistance, 
including missiles, to their allies. Firms in these countries are also sources of 
weapon technology. German firms have been the most predominant sources of tech­
nology to Third World nations. While certain German firms are continuing to be 
involved in supplying missiles and technologies used in weapons of mass destruc­
tion, the German Government appears to have stepped up its efforts to monitor the 
sale of sensitive subsystems and technology. Germany has been refusing to provide 
export licenses to some countries believed to be developing nuclear weapons, such as 
Libya and Pakistan. Although Italy has supplied weapon technology to the Middle 
East, it has become increasingly concerned about export compliance as well. 

[Whereupon, at 11:36 a.m., the hearing was adjourned.] 
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sistant to Senator Glenn. 
Chairman NUNN. I am going to defer to Senator Thurmond. I 

will take his place in line. He has to leave. Senator Thurmond, 
why don't you lead off. 

Senator THURMOND. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. General Clapper, 
on my recent trip to the former Soviet Union, we were told that 
President Yeltsin could not afford to cut back on military produc­
tion because the military would never pardon him if he took such 
steps. Does your analysis of the military in the former Soviet 
Union support such concerns, and, if so, can President Yeltsin keep 
the military under control? 
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STATEMENT OF GEN. JAMES R CLAPPER, JR, USAF, DIRECTOR, 
DEFENSE INTELLIGENCE AGENCY; AND HON. ROBERT M 
GATES, DIRECTOR OF CENTRAL INTELLIGENCE AGENCY, AC 
COMPANIED BY: LAWRENCE K. GERSHWIN, NATIONAL INTEL 
LIGENCE OFFICER, STRATEGIC PROGRAMS, CENTRAL INTELLI 
GENCE AGENCY; GEN. DAVID ARMSTRONG, NATIONAL INTELLI 
GENCE OFFICER, GENERAL PURPOSE FORCES, CENTRAL IN 
TELLIGENCE AGENCY; AND ROBERT E. BLACKWELL, NATION 
AL INTELLIGENCE OFFICER, RUSSIA AND EURASIA, CENTRAL 
INTELLIGENCE AGENCY 
General CLAPPER. Well, I think, first of all, Senator Thurmond, 

the military—and certainly this has been reflected in some of the 
private dialogue that some of our folks have had with military 
leaders in the former Soviet Union, I think they recognize and ac­
knowledge that they must scale down the former Soviet military, 
the CIS, et cetera, that they must have a much smaller force struc­
ture, they must change their doctrine, strategy, and all that. I 
think President Yeltsin's attempts now, his thrust is going to be to 
improve the quality of life, the housing, the pay, the day-to-day 
mundane concerns like that that are very much on the professional 
environment, if you will, of the military. I think as long as he at­
tempts to do that, as long as he can continue dialogue with the 
military, as he has with the assembly, as I anticipate he will, 
again, I think he will be able to reach a semblance or a sense of 
agreement with the former Soviet military. 

Senator THURMOND. The Ukraine was very strong to indicate 
they are going to have their own military and have no part of this 
unified command of the former Soviet Union. Mr. Gates, what role, 
if any, are the newly independent republics of the former Soviet 
Union playing in the rearmament of Iran? I am especially interest­
ed in the role of the Muslim republics. 

I notice in the "Chicago Tribune" of the 19th, Mr. Christopher 
Drew and Mr. Michael Ott made the statement, "Iran is quietly 
buying billions of dollars worth of advanced fighter planes and 
tanks from Russia and other former Soviet republics, raising fears 
that it could replace Iraq as the biggest menace to peace in the 
Persian Gulf, U.S. officials say. The sales also show how the col­
lapse of the Soviet Union could set off a frightening new wave of 
arms purchases by Third World nations that have supported terror­
ism and oppose a stronger U.S. role in several crucial regions." I 
wonder what comment you would have on that. 

Mr. GATES. Senator, I can give you some information that we 
have here. There have, in fact, been a number of arms sales from 
the republics of the former Soviet Union to Iran [deleted]. 

Senator WARNER. Can you give us dates? 
Mr. GATES. These are all impending deliveries. So it is current. 
[Deleted.] They are also getting other equipment from Poland. 

[Deleted.] They are also getting [deleted] weapons from China and 
North Korea. 

[Deleted.] 
So, as I indicated in the prepared statement, the Iranians are 

seeking, with some vigor, to build their forces, both their conven-
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tional forces and their weapons of mass destruction capability, and 
they are turning to some of the republics to this end. 

Senator THURMOND. That is of deep concern to this country, isn't 
it? 

Mr. GATES. Yes, sir. 
General ARMSTRONG. Sir, could I add one thing? [Deleted.] 
Chairman N U N N . [Deleted.] 
General ARMSTRONG. [Deleted.] 
Senator THURMOND. General Clapper, the newspapers and re­

ports are frequently reporting stories on the instability of the mili­
tary forces of the former Soviet Union, especially the unrest caused 
by the shortages of food and housing for the troops. Is there any 
concern that the discipline required to maintain the security for 
their nuclear weapons is lacking and, therefore, theft or terrorist 
activities against the weapons is a potential problem? 

General CLAPPER. A S I indicated in my statement, sir, based on 
what we can see, the Russians and the nuclear republics have been 
very conscientious about protecting the security of nuclear weap­
ons, [deleted]. 

Now, by the same token, given the number of weapons, particu­
larly the smaller ones—torpedoes, mines, and the like—you cannot 
totally rule out the possibility of a theft, a seizure, or something of 
that nature . 

But, thus far, [deleted], they have been very secure. 
Senator THURMOND. Thank you very much. Thank you, Mr. 

Chairman. 
Chairman N U N N . Thank you, Senator Thurmond. Senator Thur­

mond took my place. So it is now Senator Warner 's turn and then 
Senator Exon's turn. 

Senator WARNER. I call for regular order, Mr. Chairman. 
Chairman N U N N . That 's all right, John. You go ahead. 
Senator WARNER. Thank you. Let's just go right to the point that 

I have been dwelling on this morning about this nuclear issue, Mr. 
Gates. Is there any evidence that the republics might wake up and 
suddenly recognize the importance attached to continuing as nucle­
ar powers? We all know that there is a tremendous force multiplier 
with a nuclear weapon. It is far less expensive than, say, 100,000 or 
200,000 home troops, be they Guard or whatever they want to call 
them. Is there any evidence to indicate that they may wake up 
here and stop the trains flowing from Ukraine and Kazakhstan 
presently with attacks and say hey, let's slow this thing down? We 
want to have some stronger bargaining, not only with our fellow 
republics, but also with the world at large, which respects nukes. 

Mr. GATES. Senator, I think tha t one of the things tha t has not 
received quite as much explicit attention as it probably should 
have is that , in all of these declarations about unified command 
and control of strategic weapons in the Commonwealth, it has 
been—and I invite my colleagues to correct me if I've got this 
wrong—but I believe that it has been Byelarus and Ukraine that 
have been indicating their willingness to send back their weapons 
to Russia. 

Wha t we have not heard is a similar commitment on the part of 
Kazakhstan, a pledge that they are willing to participate in a uni­
fied command and control system and so on. They have also not 
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signed up to some of these other agreements that the others have. 
So I think there is a cause for concern in that respect. 

As long as the relationship between Ukraine and Russia remains 
reasonably amicable and they work out some arrangement for the 
division of the Black Sea fleet, I think that the likelihood that the 
Ukrainians will reverse themselves, in terms of getting rid of their 
nuclear weapons, is low. 

[Deleted.] Do I have that correctly? 
Mr. GERSHWIN. May I add a couple of points? 
Mr. GATES. Yes. 
Mr. GERSHWIN. The tactical nuclear weapons are being moved 

very rapidly out of the republics. 
Senator WARNER. NOW, be careful. Is that all of the republics, be­

cause I think the Director very carefully singled out two? 
Mr. GERSHWIN. Let me clarify. [Deleted.] This, I think, is consist­

ent with what some of you were told in Russia and other places 
last week. By July, we have every reason to believe that all the tac­
tical nuclear weapons will be out of there, and probably a lot 
sooner than that. 

Senator WARNER. SO you think there is no danger of somebody 
putting the brakes on or reversing this? 

Mr. GERSHWIN. Well, they'd better put them on really fast if 
they're going to do it because very soon it is going to be over. 

Senator WARNER. All right. I accept that. 
Mr. GERSHWIN. On the strategic weapons, the only clarification 

that I would raise is that [deleted] in Kazakhstan, they expect to 
have the nuclear weapons, the strategic nuclear weapons, out of 
Kazakhstan by the time the treaty is fully implemented, which 
would be, like, in 1997-1998. [Deleted.] 

Ukraine and Byelarus want them out by 1994 or sooner. [Delet­
ed.] So the Kazakhstan disposition of weapons I think remains an 
open question. With the others, the trend is very favorable. 

Senator WARNER. General, in your statement, I will read from 
page 6: "The Commonwealth members have agreed that all tactical 
nuclear weapons will be withdrawn by July." That seems to me to 
indicate uniformity among all republics. Is there some modest dif­
ference of viewpoint, then, between the CIA and the DIA on that 
point? 

General CLAPPER. I don't think so, sir. I think we're both agreed 
from the evidence that we can see, [deleted]. 

Senator WARNER. SO you don't see any disagreement between the 
two agencies? 

General CLAPPER. NO, sir. [Deleted.] 
Senator WARNER. Director Gates, I have one last question for 

?ou. What is the relationship between the Soviet Union now and 
raq, given that we hear that they are—I keep saying the Soviet 

Union; I mean the Commonwealth of the Republics—what is the 
status between any one or several of them and Iraq? What is the 
likelihood that President Yeltsin and others would be supportive of 
our President and other world leaders should we want to hang in 
on the sanctions for a longer period or even institute more strin­
gent measures to further limit Saddam Hussein's ability primarily 
in the area of weapons of mass destruction? Given the shipment of 
arms now to Iran, have they gone and tilted the other way? 
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Mr. GATES. Again, I would defer to my colleagues to correct me, 
but [deleted]. I think that President Yeltsin, and particularly the 
leaders of those republics that seek assistance from the West, will 
continue to be pretty reliable partners in dealing with the Iraqis. 

But I would say this, and it's one of those things that kind of 
takes place under the blanket that I would worry about. There are 
just a lot of long-standing contacts between the military and the 
KGB with Iraq, with Saddam Hussein's regime. [Deleted.] I think 
that the potential for some contacts in Baghdad without authoriza­
tion from the republic governments is a very real one, based on 
those old contacts. 

Senator WARNER. General, do you have any views on that ques­
tion? 

General CLAPPER. I would add—[deleted]. 
I think there is great incentive for the Russians now not to deal 

with Iraq to the maximum extent possible, given the more temper­
ate role, perhaps, that the then-Soviet Union, I guess now Russia in 
the lead, would play in the world. I think they want to nurture the 
notion of a temperate world class power on a par with us. So I 
think there is great disincentive for them not to become involved 
with the Iraqis, particularly as long as Saddam Hussein is in 
power. 

Senator WARNER. Mr. Chairman, my time is up. 
Chairman NUNN. Thank you. Senator Exon. 
Senator EXON. Mr. Chairman, thank you very much. Mr. Gates, I 

want to return to what you were just talking about. But let me ask 
you a question that I have been wondering about for some time. 
What happened to the significant number of military aircraft that 
was dispatched for safety reasons to keep us from destroying them 
during the Gulf War? Have they been returned by Iran to Iraq? 

Mr. GATES. NO, sir. Iran's Air Force is considerably larger than it 
was before the war. 

Senator EXON. In other words, they have just kept them? 
Mr. GATES. I think so. Yes, sir. 
Senator EXON. You say you think so. Don't we know? 
General ARMSTRONG. They have not returned the military air­

craft. 
Mr. GATES. They have not returned the military aircraft. 
General CLAPPER. [Deleted.] 
Senator EXON. Let me just give you a short briefing on what we 

found out over there. I do not think you are correct in saying that 
there could be any problem between the Ukraine and Russia with 
regard to the return of nuclear devices, even disputes I think they 
might have over the Black Sea fleet. We got the clear and un­
equivocal assurance from the President on down in the Ukraine, 
from the President, from the Secretary of Defense, who is a three 
star Air Force officer, and to their Supreme Soviet of the Ukraine. 
We hammered it home. Even if none of the other countries agrees 
to return any and all, they are still going to do it. They are very 
much driven by that. And they made it crystal clear. So I wouldn't 
have any concerns about them not living up to returning all of the 
tactical by July 1 and all of the ICBMs by 1994. I believe they are 
dedicated to that. But something could happen. 
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On Byelarus, we weren't there, so I don't know about them. But I 
suspect you are right and that they are probably in line with that. 

Let me tell you, though, what we ran into in Kazakhstan with 
their Supreme Soviet there. There were about nine of them sitting 
across the table from us. One of them was a former diplomat who 
serves there now. He obviously was part of the Green Movement. 
He wanted to stop all testing. He wanted to get rid of all nuclear 
devices. 

Then Senator Levin asked a question of the man seated two seats 
from him, who turned out to be a member of that group, who was 
also a leading nuclear scientist and, obviously, a Muslim. His re­
sponse to the question was no, we are not going to return the tacti­
cal weapons, the ICBMs. I think they are going through the process 
and very likely will return all of the tactical weapons. But he said 
we are not going to give up our ICBMs, given the fact that we have 
a nuclear power in Russia, to our north, and a nuclear power in 
China, to the south and east. 

He said it may be that you are concerned about a Muslim coun­
try having an ICBM. Those were about his words. Nobody chal­
lenged that. I think we have a potential problem there with Ka­
zakhstan and that particular area. I suspect that some elements 
within that country probably have closer communication with at 
least Iran and possibly with Iraq than we would like to admit. I 
hope we would keep pursuing that because that gave us some cause 
for concern. 

I would hope, as I brought up this morning, that somebody from 
your organization could check out and give me a detailed briefing 
on what the scientific community feels about the feasibility of their 
reprocessing facility there at Chelyabinsk-65. We were there. As 
you know, of course, that is the site of the atomic lake or one of the 
atomic lakes that they have up there. They were very forthcoming 
with us. 

In any event, I would just say that I didn't press you in open ses­
sion because I do not think it is in our interest to say that Presi­
dent Yeltsin is going to fall. But in this room I must tell you that I 
do not agree with your statement that there is a good chance that 
Mr. President Yeltsin will survive. I would say it's 50/50 at best. I 
hope I'm wrong. But we heard lots of unrest and concerns. I think 
he has less than a 50/50 chance of making it. I hope I'm wrong. 
But we had better be planning for that eventuality because it could 
be facing us. 

There were open discussions in front of us, in front of the Su­
preme Soviet of Russia, where one member said he will be out and 
gone by March 1 and two or three others jumped all over him and 
said they don't want to hear that. So there is a lot going on there 
right now. My time is up, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. GATES. Mr. Chairman, I might just respond briefly to Sena­
tor Exon in the sense that he and I had a brief conversation before 
the committee resumed. 

Chairman NUNN. Certainly. 
Mr. GATES. [Deleted.] So there is no question but that he is going 

to come under enormous pressure. 
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[Deleted.] Of course, the danger there is that, to the degree he 
slows the reforms, he also retards any kind of economic recovery 
and prolongs the pain. So he has some terrible decisions to make. 

Senator EXON. I just might add, if I could take an additional 20 
seconds, for the information of the other Senators who are here 
that we visited with Mr. Shevardnadze. I also had visited with him 
when I was there this spring. 

Mr. Shevardnadze has, in his own words, said that he is gloomy 
about the future. He obviously thinks there is the chance that 
President Yeltsin will fall, and he is very much against that. Then 
he said that if that happens, rather than what I told you in the 
spring, I cannot say that there might not be some forces that would 
arise that would turn the clock back. I am not suggesting that it 
would come, necessarily, in the form of a coup, he said, but a gen­
eral rebellion among the people, which would make it impossible 
for him to survive. So there are major concerns there and we 
shouldn't down play them. 

Chairman NUNN. Thank you, Senator Exon. Senator Mack. 
Senator MACK. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I would just like to 

underscore the comments that Senator Exon made about the com­
ments made in Kazakhstan with respect to Muslim country posses­
sion of nuclear weapons. It was a shocking kind of statement for 
us. Mind you, that is one person. There were comments made after 
the meeting that indicated that others believed that as well. But I 
don't know that you can draw the conclusion from that one state­
ment that that is, in essence, what the policy of the country is 
going to be. But it was certainly a set of comments that opened up 
our eyes rather significantly. 

I want to follow up on the discussion about the $400 million and 
how we would use it and, I guess, just express my own personal 
feelings. Back last year, when we were looking and saying there 
were problems about the tactical weapons, the whole purpose, I 
think, for the President's proposal was to encourage President Gor­
bachev to be able to make a similar kind of proposal to get the tac­
tical weapons under control. We went over there thinking that 
there was going to be either a transportation problem or a storage 
problem. While there may be some transportation difficulties, it ap­
pears that they are moving these tactical weapons rather rapidly 
and that the July date looks like something that they, in fact, can 
meet. 

The question I have to ask myself—and maybe this is not a le­
gitimate question to ask you—but the question I have to ask myself 
is this. Is it in our best interest to go to this next step of saying 
well, now that we've got all of these weapons back into Russia and 
under some form of control, do we go to the next extent and spend 
money to convert plutonium, weapons grade plutonium, to commer­
cial use, which I think, in the comments this morning, you said, or 
maybe Larry said it, you can just turn around and take that and 
reproduce weapons grade material. My own instincts say to me 
that if the Russians are going to continue to produce SS-18s, let's 
say, they, as a society, as a nation, have said their number one ob­
jective is to produce these things, and either two or three or four in 
their priorities is this reprocessing. So why should we come along 
and give them the resources to allow them to begin reprocessing 
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while they are still developing weapons? I guess my question 
through all of that is are SS-18s still being produced? If so, how 
many are being produced and where are they being produced? 

Mr. GATES. They are still producing. Actually, it's kind of inter­
esting. They are still being produced in the Ukraine and deployed 
in Russia and Kazakhstan. SS-25s are being produced in Russia 
and being deployed in Russia and in Byelarus. [Deleted] the Black­
jacks are being produced in Russia and also deployed in Ukraine. 
So these things are still being produced, particularly on the missile 
side. 

With respect to your question, it is really more of a matter of 
policy. I guess the one way that I would address it, in terms of the 
way you consider it, is: how much importance you attach to the 
fact that they are dismantling warheads as well as dismantling the 
missiles themselves? In other words, if you can induce them to dis­
mantle them faster or convert them to something else, even if it 
can be reversed, it presumably is not a simple process. I am not in 
any position to answer that question. 

Senator MACK. Let me just raise another point. We met with a 
gentleman by the name of Velikov. In the discussion, someone in 
the delegation raised the question about, in essence, do you think 
that there is room for or should we use as a negotiating position— 
maybe that's the wrong way to say it—the idea of further unilater­
al reductions in weapons. He just kind of brushed that off as not 
really being an alternative. I had an opportunity the following day, 
at lunch, to ask him why he just kind of brushed that aside. His 
comment to me was because President Yeltsin has spent all of his 
political capital. My conclusion was that the military just could not 
allow for any further reductions to take place. 

So I mention that to indicate that, while there are those who are 
saying that in Russia there ought to be an 80 percent reduction in 
procurement, the political realities that President Yeltsin is deal­
ing with may, in fact, not allow that to occur. I would assume that 
that is a balance that he is going to have to maintain if the politi­
cal capital has been spent. 

Mr. GATES. Senator Mack, I would invite General Clapper and 
my colleagues to comment. But I think that the primary, the first 
priority of the Soviet military—and particularly the commanders 
of divisions in the field right now—has to do with obtaining food, 
housing, and care for their soldiers. [Deleted.] 

I think, at least for the next couple of months, going through the 
winter, that is a very important priority for these guys and that 
they are less concerned with the political agenda than they are 
with that. [Deleted.] 

The political concerns that you address and the way they look at 
the future of the military and the question of Russian pride in 
watching what's happened to their force and so on undoubtedly 
will reassert themselves and may well reassert themselves with 
enormous vigor and danger. 

But my view is that, in the short term, it is how do I get these 
young men and their families fed, housed, and through the winter. 
Is that fair? 

General CLAPPER. I agree. One other point I would add would be 
that I think perhaps explicit in some of the expectations, perhaps 
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with all of the profound changes going on in the former Soviet 
Union, through it all there is going to be a commitment in Russia, 
if nowhere else, to sustain some sort of strategic nuclear force. 
That is a means by which Russia can claim to continue to have a 
major power status. 

So, for international prestige if for no other reason, whether or 
not the threat, as they perceive 't, has gotten fuzzy, I think they 
are going to maintain a commitment to attempt to keep some sem­
blance of the strategic force viable in Russia. So, ergo, it is not, in 
my view, illogical or inconsistent that they would try to develop or 
modernize an ICBM system or SLBM system drastically different 
from what they were doing before, despite all the upheavals. But, 
nevertheless, I think they will sustain the commitment. 

I think Mr. Gates is exactly right. I think the preoccupation of a 
commander right now is really not on ideology or political agendas 
as much as it is the quality of life, as we call it, considerations. 

Senator MACK. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Chairman NUNN. Let me take my turn here. On Kazakhstan's 

reluctance to give up possible nuclear weapons on their territory or 
the nuclear weapons on their territory, I am told that those weap­
ons are really near their border and are in the Russian area, where 
there is a heavy Russian population, and are under control of a 
Russian type or Soviet military that would be predominantly Rus­
sian. Is that right? 

Mr. GATES. Yes, sir. [Deleted] all of the strategic forces are still 
under the command and control of the Center. 

Chairman NUNN. DO you think Kazakhstan, if it chose to, would 
have the ability, physically, to take control of those weapons, to 
wrest control and really be in charge of them? Or do you want to 
defer that to one of your colleagues? 

Mr. GATES. Let me defer that. 
Mr. BLACKWELL. Politically, no, sir. I don't think so. It is ques­

tionable whether Kazakhstan could maintain them and operate 
them. But I don't think they could ever get control of them, partly 
for the reasons you have just suggested about their location and 
the troops that run them and man them are mostly Russian and 
are responsive to Moscow. Moreover, they are located in ethnic 
Russian areas of the Kazakhstan republic. 

Chairman NUNN. Would they have the ability to keep them from 
being taken out by the Russians if they decided to? 

Mr. BLACKWELL. I think it would complicate the warhead prob­
lem. [Deleted.] 

So there is nervousness on that front mainly because of the sym­
bolism, I think. But I would not want to over-emphasize how much 
authority the Kazakh Government or how much military muscle 
the Kazakh Government, as an institution, has over any of these 
things. It is more declaratory than what they could do. 

General CLAPPER. [Deleted.] 
Chairman NUNN. Let me shift to another area. On Iraq, we 

talked about their ability to reconstitute and their capability over a 
period of time to reconstitute their weapons of mass destruction. 
But what about Saddam Hussein now and what is going on inter­
nally there? Can you give us some glimpse of that, Mr. Gates, of 
his support within the Sunni community and whether he is, 
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indeed, getting into more difficulty? Has he reached a plateau? 
Where are things in terms of his survival politically and perhaps 
physically? 

Mr. GATES. We think that the stresses in the core of his regime 
have increased considerably over the last several months. [Deleted.] 
Whether all of this adds up to the fact that the regime is vulnera­
ble and he may be overthrown I think is just wholly unpredictable. 
But it is clear that there are new stresses and strains within the 
regime, [deleted]. 

So there are a number of straws in the wind that lead our ana­
lysts to believe, to just have the feel, that he is under considerably 
greater pressure. But it would be a mistake, I think, to take that as 
an indicator that a coup is around the corner. It could be. [Deleted.] 

Chairman NUNN. What about his unwillingness to sell oil under 
U.N. permission? What is keeping him from doing that other than 
just foolish pride? Is there a real, tangible reason why he doesn't 
doit? 

Mr. GATES. I don't have a better answer than that, Mr. Chair­
man. 

Chairman NUNN. He could take some of the pressure off himself 
by doing that, could he not? 

Mr. GATES. He could. But, you know, it is interesting, what he 
has done in terms of maintaining control inside the country. They 
are actually getting quite a bit of food, medicine, and supplies. [De­
leted.] Some of it is being left in storage and not used by anybody 
because he doesn't want to provide it on a wider basis in the coun­
try. [Deleted.] 

He has begun using resources, scarce resources, to rebuild his de­
fense industries. [Deleted.] Massive resources, in the context of 
what is available to Iraq, are being used for these military pur­
poses at a time when the rest of the country is starving. So I think 
it must have something to do both with his pride and the way in 
which he intends to maintain a choke-hold on that country. 

Chairman NUNN. General, you mentioned in your statement: "A 
secular state in Iraq and a religious state in Iran are inherently at 
cross purposes. This enmity is likely to lead to situations in which 
war is a distinct possibility." Could you elaborate on that a little 
bit? Do you see signs that that kind of antagonism is getting worse 
now? Do you think that the Iranians may be tempted in the Iraqi's 
weakened state to take military action? Or do you think the Iraqis 
are crazy enough to start something? 

General CLAPPER. That is certainly a possibility, sir. But as the 
pendulum of relative power seems to swing back and forth between 
Iraq and Iran, depending on the outcome of their last dispute, now 
it seems to be swinging somewhat back to Iran. As they continue 
their building, and, of course, in relative terms, Iran emerges from 
the Desert Storm situation as more powerful than it was in the be­
ginning because so much of Iraq's military capability and industri­
al infrastructure was disrupted or destroyed. Harking back to the 
Iran-Iraq War in the mid-1980s, the basic animosity I think will 
continue. There is certainly the specter or the prospect that, once 
again, animosity could escalate. 

Chairman NUNN. Right now, the military balance would be over­
whelmingly in favor of Iran, wouldn't it? 
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Yes, sir. Absolutely. I would just add a point, 
sir, to what Mr. Gates said about for whatever reason that drives 
or motivates Saddam to maintain the control over the country. He, 
himself, at least, appears bent on restoring military capability. I 
think it emphasizes the importance of continued intrusive inspec­
tions and certainly the sanctions, because that will continue to 
force bis hand and put pressure on him as it becomes more and 
more difficult for him to shelter the privileged elite that has in the 
past buttressed his presence. 

Chairman NUNN. Neither of you mentioned Syria very much in 
your statements. Do you believe that Syria is still a state that sup­
ports terrorism? 

Mr. G A T S . I would have to go back and get the details, Mr. 
Chairman. I think that over the last couple of years, Syria has ex­
pelled from Syrian territory at least a couple of terrorist groups 
about which we and others in the West had complained. They do, 
still, I think harbor groups that launched terrorist attacks against 
Israel. But I think, and I will get a confirmation of this, I think 
they have drawn a distinction between those groups that carry out 
terrorist acts in the West and those that carry out terrorist attacks 
against Israel. 

[The information follows:] 
There is no evidence of direct Syrian involvement in terrorist attacks since 1986. 

Since then. Damascus has restrained anti-Western terrorism by Syrian-based Pales­
tinian groups [deleted]. Despite these restraints, both Syria and Syrian-occupied 
Lebanon are home to a wide variety of international groups that have engaged in 
terrorism. [Deleted.] 

Chairman NUNN. There have been recent reports that Iran has 
provided funding for attacks against Israel. Do we have any confir­
mation of that, whether Iran is getting more aggressive now in 
terms of terrorism against Israel and in targets in the Middle East? 
Do we see any of that? 

Mr. GATES. Again, I will take that one for the record, Mr. Chair­
man, but I don't think so. 

[The information follows:] 
[Deleted.] 

Mr. GATES. There was this newspaper story a few days ago about 
specific sums of money being paid for the hostages by the Iranians, 
who wanted to preserve their relationship with Hizbollah and 
others to carry out operations in Israel. I don't think anybody in 
the intelligence community has seen information that would bear 
out the numbers that were used in that report, if that was the 
source ultimately of the question. But there is no question but 
what Iran paid some money to Hizbollah and the others, and I sus­
pect it is in order to preserve Iranian influence in Lebanon and its 
ability to take action, including against Israel. 

Chairman NUNN. Thank you. Senator Coats. 
Senator COATS. On the question of status of Soviet forces in the 

description that was given, relative to just making it through the 
next couple of months, does that apply to strategic nuclear forces 
as well, that the commanders are foraging for food and trading 
work details for housing and so forth? Or is there a distinction be­
tween certain forces and other general military forces? 
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Mr. GATES. I will invite General Clapper and Larry Gershwin to 
add. But my impression is that most of the anecdotal information 
we have about commanders working at cutting local deals and so 
on pertains more to the general purpose forces than it does to the 
strategic forces. [Deleted.] Do you agree with that? 

General CLAPPER. Yes, I agree with that. 
Senator COATS. Is it realistic to expect that the various republics 

in the control of forces would be able to prevent transfer of at least 
some, if not weapons, then strategic materials or technology to 
Third World nations, to other nations? 

Mr. GATES. There is a sort of good news/bad news story in this 
Senator Coats. The good news is that one of the reasons we were so 
encouraged by the formation of the Commonwealth was the quick 
harmony reached in terms of command and control of nuclear 
forces and the recognition by the leaders of the republics, including 
the four that have nuclear weapons, of the importance of control of 
these weapons and the dangers that precisely you have outlined. 
[Deleted.] So, they recognize the importance in principle of reestab­
lishing control and of making these weapons and of keeping their 
scientists content and the danger of their being recruited by other 
countries. But their ability to stop it, at least at this point, seems 
fairly limited. 

[Deleted.] So they recognize the problem. But their ability to do 
very much about it, particularly in the short term, is somewhat in 
question. 

In this connection, Mr. Chairman, if you don't mind, I have a 
clarification from Bob Blackwell on the salary issue that you raised 
at the beginning of the hearing in your questions. What Bob would 
say is that the kind of money they are talking about now is $1,000 
a month, not $1,000 a year. A thousand dollars a month would re­
store them to essentially the kind of living standard that they had 
before it all fell apart for them. So it is about $10,000 to $12,000 a 
year. I think both the DIA and the CIA agree on that. 

Chairman NUNN. I was just told—maybe they were dead wrong 
in conversion in Russian—that Gorbachev's pension was now the 
equivalent of $40 a month. I was told by some Russians that $1,000 
a year was like a fortune over there. 

Mr. GATES. I think it would be for the average Russian worker. 
Chairman NUNN. For the nuclear people, are you talking there 

of about $12,000? 
Mr. GATES. But nuclear scientists are kind of the cream of the 

crop in the way they have been treated—access to special stores 
and things like that. 

Senator COATS. Human nature being what it is and conditions 
being what they are, it is probably realistic to expect that some 
technology or weapons are going to find their way across some bor­
ders, isn t it? 

Mr. GATES. I think so, Senator Coats. [Deleted.] 
Senator COATS. I would think any leader or dictator worth his 

money has watched CNN and is now saying give me some of that 
stuff. In the same way that Iraq accumulated everything it could 
get its hands on, whether it would even fit into their plans or not, I 
would guess people are saying I want some of that fancy stuff, too. 
Let me just ask one last question. 



81 

Chairman NUNN. GO ahead and finish your questions. We are 
going to finish it up. I have a couple of more, but you go ahead and 
finish. 

Senator COATS. Thank you. I just have a couple of questions re­
garding the Middle East. Which nation is most vulnerable now 
post-Desert Storm among the Arab nations? 

Mr. GATES. Most vulnerable? 
Senator COATS. Most vulnerable, outside of Iraq. I assume it is 

very unstable there. But I mean most vulnerable to somebody 
living across the border and saying these guys are really weak. 

Mr. GATES. I would invite General Clapper to respond, but I 
would say, in terms of the fragility of the regime, despite his more 
than nine lives in the past, it would probably be Jordan and King 
Hussein. He has a very narrow road to walk in terms of balancing 
between staying on speaking terms with his Arab colleagues and 
the West and the strong fundamentalist Islamic influence in his 
elected parliament. That creates grave difficulties for him. So I 
think, the leader who probably has to watch his step most carefully 
day to day in terms of his internal political situation among the 
major Arab countries, it would probably be him. But that's a tough-
ie. 

General CLAPPER. Yes, it is. But I would agree with that. 
Senator COATS. Who is the strongest politically? Who emerges as 

the strongest politically out of all of this? 
Mr. GATES. Well, I think that both the Saudi regime and Presi­

dent Assad have emerged strengthened by Desert Storm and the 
role that they played. I think King Fahd clearly felt endangered. 
My personal view is that President Assad, as he has done so effec­
tively for so long, saw a great opportunity and took it. 

Senator COATS. Who emerges strongest militarily? The same two? 
Mr. GATES. I would say that, if you are trying to look ahead over 

the next 3 to 5 years and you are looking at it as a kind of net 
assessment, I think there are two. The destruction of Iraq's mili­
tary forces or premier military forces has clearly, as General Clap­
per suggested, restored Iran to a level vis-a-vis Iraq and the others 
that it had lost as a result of the Iran-Iraq war. Clearly, Syria also 
is in good shape. [Deleted.] I would say probably those two. 

Senator COATS. Thank you. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Chairman NUNN. Thank you, Senator Coats. I have just a couple 

of additional, but I think important, questions. Given all the 
changes in the world, Mr. Gates and General Clapper, that we have 
seen evolve over the last 2 or 3 years—and we have seen beyond 
what anybody would have imagined—Mr. Gates, updating your tes­
timony on confirmation, what upgrading of priorities do you think 
are most important for intelligence? Where are your priorities in 
upgrading and what areas can we downgrade somewhat? I would 
ask General Clapper the same question. 

Mr. GATES. I think that we are going to need to allocate still sub­
stantial resources to the Commonwealth for a lot of the reasons 
that we have been talking about for the last couple of hours. I 
think after that would come the proliferation problem. 

[Deleted.] 
I think that a lot of these Third World problems we are going to 

have to continue to pay close attention to. Those are the flash 
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points; those are where U.S. troops have ended up being used pri­
marily over the last number of years. We are going to have to pay 
attention to that, in addition to areas such as counter-narcotics and 
terrorism. 

I think there are other priorities, obviously, and we can talk, if 
you wish, about economic intelligence and that sort of thing. But in 
terms of areas where we can scale down, clearly it seems to me 
that the level of effort we have devoted to indications and warning, 
that huge structure that was built up to monitor the situation in 
Europe already is being reduced and probably can be reduced 
more. 

I think that a good deal of the level of effort, and particularly 
the duplicative effort, within the community on what were Soviet 
conventional forces can be reduced. I think there can be a cleaner 
division of labor in terms of how we do some of these things. I 
think that a lot of the doubling of effort that took place in the past 
we can probably eliminate. Those would be, just off the top of my 
head, the primary areas. 

As you know, the President has directed all of the policy agen­
cies in National Security Review 29 to review their intelligence 
needs and requirements out to the year 2005. I am hoping this will 
provide a zero-based look from the policy-maker's standpoint, not 
the intelligence officer's standpoint, of what our priorities and 
overall level of requirements ought to be, looking out for the next 
dozen years or so. 

General CLAPPER. Sir, I would comment, just to tag on to what 
Mr. Gates said about NSR-29, an important feature of it, which I 
think is entirely appropriate, is that the intelligence community is 
specifically proscribed from participating in that. In other words, 
what we are looking to here is a fresh look from all of the major 
consumers of intelligence to articulate what their needs are going 
to be as we look ahead to the end of the decade. I think certainly 
the time is correct and it is entirely appropriate that we stay out of 
that and not risk gilding the lily. 

At the risk of sounding like an echo, I guess I would agree with 
the DCI on where our priorities are going. I find it somewhat ironic 
that in our case, in the DIA, we incurred a 25 percent mandated 
reduction in the number of Soviet analysts devoted to our main 
core research effort in the Defense Intelligence Analysis Center, al­
though we have not noticed a concomitant decline in the number of 
questions and requirements levied on it for what is going on in the 
Commonwealth. 

Certainly, the reduction in the emphasis on warning of war in 
Europe and a Warsaw Pact attack obviously need to be done away 
with. 

[Deleted.] 
Under the DCI's leadership, we have some excellent dialogue 

now to further cement the relationship between Defense and the 
CIA, with specific respect to human intelligence. In fact, it's un­
precedented; none like I have seen in my career. 

Senator COATS. General, you could submit your analysis with a 
plus or minus 25 percent accuracy. [Laughter.] 

You will get the same number of questions, though you will have 
25 percent less people. We do that with our polling and things like 
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that, just put a plus or minus 25 percent accuracy on it to cover 
yourself. [Laughter.] 

Chairman NUNN. Are you losing your Russian speaking special­
ists? 

General CLAPPER. I think over time, [deleted] there is probably 
going to be a somewhat lesser requirement for Russian, perhaps, 
and a greater requirement for Ukrainian and other such. 

Chairman NUNN. DO we have somebody in intelligence that can 
speak every language of the new republics? 

Mr. GATES. I don't think so. 
General CLAPPER. Not a single individual. Not that I'm aware of. 
Mr. GATES. [Deleted.] 
Chairman NUNN. DO we have somebody who can name all the 

new republics and their capitals, and correctly pronounce the 
names of their leaders? [Laughter.] 

Mr. GATES. If you can get past Gamsikhurdia, you are in good 
shape. 

Chairman NUNN. General, you touched on the implementation of 
the defense intelligence reorganization provided for in the Fiscal 
Year 1992-1993 Authorization Act last year. Could you be a little 
more specific in telling us your progress in implementing that leg­
islation and the impact of that legislation on your defense intelli­
gence community? 

General CLAPPER. Well, one of the main impacts, of course, has 
been the return or the restoration of the General Defense Intelli­
gence Program (GDIP) managership back to the Director of the 
DIA. 

I have been working that very hard personally. I will be having a 
major meeting next week with all the unified and specified com­
mand programmers, followed by a senior military intelligence offi­
cer conference in February, in which we are laying out or just im­
plementing the changes that are required in the legislation. 

Specifically, that refers to the increased authority that the five 
major functional managers within the DIA have for the oversight 
of their portions of the General Defense Intelligence Program. I'm 
referring here, of course, to the five functional areas: general mili­
tary intelligence (production), scientific and technical intelligence, 
defense human intelligence, imagery and technical collection, and 
systems and infrastructure. We have reorganized the GDIP staff 
and made that somewhat smaller, deemphasized the rank of the 
staff director, and armed the functional managers with appropriate 
staff to help them execute this responsibility. It is a major cultural 
change within the DIA because these individuals have to act as 
community officers, not just senior managers within the DIA. 

We have changed the method of operation of the Military Intelli­
gence Board. The NSA is now a full-fledged member, as is Admiral 
Mike McConnell, as the JCS and unified and specified command 
representative. He is now a full-fledged member of the Military In­
telligence Board. The objective there is to forge a consensus within 
the services and the DIA on the management of the General De­
fense Intelligence Program. It is my intent, after these two confer­
ences, to come to you with a briefing in more detail, after about 
roughly 100 days in office, in which I will outline in more specific 
terms how it goes with the legislation. 
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. Chairman NUNN. DO you see this as a positive or a negative? 
Where do you come down on it, your personal view? 

General CLAPPER. Not surprisingly, I find it is a very positive de­
velopment. I hasten to emphasize that I have had full cooperation 
from OSD, C 3 I. Mr. Andrews and staff have been very supportive 
and cooperative in assisting in the implementation of the legisla­
tion. I think, sir, from the reaction I have gotten from the service 
intelligence chiefs, they similarly welcome it. 

Chairman NUNN. How about you, Mr. Gates? How do you see 
this? Have you followed this change that we put in last year within 
the DIA very closely yet? 

Mr. GATES. Yes, sir, I have. I am very strongly supportive of the 
move of the GDIP management back to the Director of the DIA. I 
think that we are making some substantial headway in laying the 
foundation for doing some reorganization of the intelligence com­
munity staff in terms of how we are going to administer the com­
munity budget. General Clapper and the other senior military 
people are going to be very much involved in that. 

Obviously, we were not oblivious to the implications for closer co­
operation between the elements of the NFIP and the Defense De­
partment when the President nominated Admiral Studemann to 
take Dick Kerr's place. At some point, I would be happy to come up 
and talk about what General Clapper alluded to, in terms of the 
improved relationship in terms of military HUMINT, support to 
military operations and planning, including, I hope very shortly, 
the naming of a military officer as a second Associate Deputy Di­
rector for Operations at the CIA. 

Chairman NUNN. I think I'm going to talk to Chairman Boren. 
Perhaps we will have some kind of joint meeting, maybe informal, 
to discuss it further. 

Mr. GATES. That would be fine. 
Chairman NUNN. Or maybe formal, I'm not sure. I'll talk to you 

soon and we'll try to set that up. 
Mr. GATES. Happy to do it at your convenience. 
Chairman NUNN. And you have gotten cooperation, General 

Clapper, from the DOD? 
General CLAPPER. Yes, sir. 
Chairman NUNN. Okay. We appreciate your being here. It has 

been very helpful. 
[Whereupon, at 12:58 p.m., the committee adjourned.] 




